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"More for less" has become the challenge for higher 
education in the 90's. Budgets in higher education are 
shrinking at unprecedented rates, programs and services are 
being cut, and morale is plummeting. As a result, 
administrators are looking for creative reforms as they try 
to maintain quality on smaller budgets. One such reform is 
Total Quality Management (TQM). TQM has been widely applied 
to business and industry and the spread of TQM has been 
encouraged by a government-supported competition based on 
quality called the Malcolm Baldrige Award. The Baldrige 
Award scrutinizes seven areas: leadership, information and 
analysis, strategic quality planning, human resource 
utilization, quality assurance of services, quality results 
and customer satisfaction. The Baldrige Criteria have 
become the standard by which organizations assess quality 
through benchmarking in an ongoing effort to improve both 
processes and products. The purpose of this study was to 
determine benchmark perceptions, importance and resulting 
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difference personnel in non-academic departments place on 
meeting the seven areas of the Baldrige Criteria and reward. 
This study addressed the following research questions: What 
are personnel perceptions for each of the seven Baldrige 
criteria and reward? How much importance do personnel place 
on each of the seven Baldrige criteria and reward? What is 
the relationship between position (e.g., administrative, 
managerial and professional, and support staff), size of 
department, gender, age, years in position and perceptions, 
importance and difference for each of the seven Baldrige 
criteria and reward? Personnel in 29 departments across one 
campus of a midwestern university system were surveyed using 
the Quality Opportunity Index (QUOIN). The QUOIN instrument 
was constructed to address personnel perceptions, importance 
and difference of the seven areas of the Baldrige criteria 
and reward. Personnel at all levels were found to be 
interested in improving quality of services of their 
department and, therefore, working toward the Baldrige 
criteria. The greatest amount of opportunity for 
improvement in the quality climate was in the human resource 
utilization area. Further, reward was a concern for all 
employees but particularly for those in the 30 to 39 year 
old bracket. Females found greater opportunity for 
improvement than males in each of the seven Baldrige 
criteria areas. Because the study was conducted with non-
academic service personnel, it was recommended the study be 
replicated with academic personnel. 
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Chapter I 
Introduction 
"More for less" has become the challenge for higher 
education in the 90's. Legislatures have cut 1992 fiscal 
budgets for higher education institutions in 35 states, an 
increase from 29 states in 1991 (Lively & Mercer, 1993). 
The financial result of these 1992 fiscal budget cuts 
amounted to $4.5 billion from an estimated national higher 
education budget total of $140 billion (Newton, 1992). But 
the story goes much deeper than just a dollar amount; these 
cuts have cost institutions both programs and services, 
eroded morale, and have caused employees to receive 
inadequate, if any, salary increases. One administrator, D. 
Bruce Johnstone, Chancellor of the State University of New 
York, cautioned political leaders "they can't expect the 
system to keep absorbing deep cuts without damaging 
quality." Eventually more for less will giveway to "less 
for less, less access and less quality," in the estimation 
of several higher education administrators (Lively & Mercer, 
1993). 
As higher education turns to the public for aid in 
fending off these legislative budget cuts, it is finding a 
less-than-sympathetic ear. The public has expressed a 
growing disenchantment with higher education. (Cornesky, et. 
al., 1992). "'We have a significant problem with public 
confidence and the way we use resources. People are looking 
for answers ••• ,'" said Theodore J. Marchese, Vice-President 
r
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of the American Association of the Higher Education (AAHE) 
(Mangan, 1992). 
With legislators demanding budget cuts, less-than-
anticipated public support for higher education and an eye 
to maintaining quality, administrators are scrutinizing all 
2 
areas of higher education budgets. One of those areas, non-
academic service departments, is sometimes referred to in 
higher education as the "corporate community" because of its 
similarity to the corporate world. This corporate community 
runs parallel to the academic community conducting the 
business side of higher education. Because the function of 
these units in higher education is closely related to 
functions found in business and industry, some higher 
education institutions are turning to a business and 
industry management reform to aid in maintaining quality of 
processes, goods and services. This management reform has 
produced dramatic quality improvement in business and 
industry (Cornesky, et. al 1992) but has had limited use in 
higher education. 
The management reform in the forefront for higher 
education is Total Quality Management (TQM). TQM is 
generally associated with W. Edwards Deming. Deming is 
credited with the economic transformation of post-war Japan 
through application of TQM principles. TQM principles 
embrace total commitment to process and product (or service) 
improvement by all employees at all levels (Deming, 1985). 
3 
To emulate the economic success of Japan and encourage 
widespread application of TQM in u.s. business and industry, 
the Malcolm Baldrige Award was enacted into law in 1990. 
The Baldrige Award criteria are representative of the TQM 
philosophy and address seven areas: leadership, information 
and analysis, strategic quality planning, human resource 
utilization, quality assurance of services, quality results, 
and customer satisfaction (Seymour & Collett, 1991). 
Measurement of the Baldrige criteria for the award 
competition involves responses from both external customers 
(consumers and suppliers) and internal customers 
(departments and employees) (Cornesky, et. al 1992). The 
Baldrige criteria have quickly become the standard used by 
many businesses and industries to collect baseline data and 
measure their progress in implementation and process 
improvement through the application of TQM (Seymour & 
Collett, 1991; Cornesky, et. al. 1992; Hunt, 1992). TQM's 
early successes have accelerated its adoption throughout 
government, business and industry and now it is moving into 
higher education (Cornesky, 1990; Lee, 1992; Miller, 1992). 
Because TQM has a relatively short record in higher 
education, limited research literature exists about TQM in 
higher education. What research literature there is 
describes case studies of implementation focusing on 
administrative functions, early successes, failures, 
challenges and identification, and assessment of customer 
. I 
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needs (Seymour & Collett, 1991; Cornesky, et. al. 1992; 
Hunt, 1992). The research falls short in identifying 
instruments which expedite higher education benchmarking. 
Benchmarking--determining base-line quality assessment data-
-has proven to be a critical component in the long-term 
success of TQM adoption and adaption in business and 
industry (Seymour & Collett, 1991). 
Furthermore, while related literature regarding TQM and 
the Baldrige criteria in business and industry is 
informative, it disregards the application of the Baldrige 
Award criteria to higher education. The Fund for the 
Improvement of post-secondary Education supported a project 
(FIPSE, 1992) entitled "Applying Deming's Quality 
Improvement Strategies to Assessment in Higher Education." 
The FIPSE project is representative of the TQM assessment 
thrusts within higher education which focus primarily upon 
data from employers of graduates, data collection from 
alumni, and student outcomes assessment. TQM assessment of 
this kind fails to determine what the administrative, 
managerial and support staff believe about how well the 
institution is meeting or exceeding the Baldrige criteria. 
Assessment based upon meeting or exceeding the Baldrige 
criteria should be a major component in the early stages of 
bringing TQM into a higher education institution (Cornesky, 
et. al, 1992). In contrast, this study focused on initial 
5 
quality assessment by personnel to determine perceptions of 
and importance about meeting the Baldrige criteria. 
staggering budget cuts in higher education have 
resulted in cuts in programs and services, undermined morale 
and lessened the chance for salary increases (Lively & 
Mercer, 1993). To determine the impact of these 
occurrences, this study also sought to determine perceptions 
of and importance about reward, both intrinsic and 
extrinsic, in non-academic departments. 
Purpose statement 
The purpose of this quantitative study was to relate 
position (e.g., administrative, managerial, support staff), 
size of department, gender, age, and years in position to 
personnel perception of occurrence, personnel importance and 
the resulting difference of perception and importance toward 
meeting the Baldrige criteria and reward in 29 non-academic 
service departments (these departments were located in 
following five areas: budget analysis, business management, 
business services, human resources, and operations) on one 
campus of a large, four campus midwestern university. The 
independent variables were defined as position (e.g., 
administrative, managerial, support staff), size of 
department, gender, age, and years in position. The 
dependent variables will be generally defined as perception, 
importance and difference as they relate to the seven areas 
of the Baldrige criteria (leadership, information and 
analysis, strategic quality planning, human resource 
utilization, quality assurance of services, quality results 
and customer satisfaction (Seymour & Collett, 1991» and 
reward addressed in the Quality Opportunity Index (QUOIN) 
developed by the International Values Institute at Marian 
College of Fond du Lac, wisconsin. 
The Research Questions 
1. What are personnel perceptions for each of the seven 
Baldrige criteria and reward? 
2. How much importance do personnel place on each of the 
seven Baldrige criteria and reward? 
3. What is the difference between personnel perception 
scores and importance scores for each of the seven 
Baldrige Criteria and reward? 
4. What is the relationship between position, size of 
department, gender, age, years in position and 
perceptions, importance and difference for each of the 
seven Baldrige Criteria and reward? 
The Theoretical Framework 
6 
Deming (1986) considers TQM a humanistic approach to 
management founded on the premise that people are 
intelligent and strive to do the best job possible. He 
attributes 94% of quality problems to management system 
failures rather than human error. Juran (1988) added to TQM 
philosophy concluding that quality is a chain reaction 
throughout the organization, beginning with design and 
r 
I 
I 7 
ending with delivery of products and services. Crosby 
(1984) expanded TQM theory by describing quality as a way of 
thinking, e.g. if the goal is zero defects, people will act 
in a manner congruent with that belief. For Crosby, quality 
was a conformance to specifications where everyone should 
manage for quality. 
Along the same lines as Deming, Juran and Crosby, 
Douglas McGregor developed Theory Y and used it to study 
behavior of individuals in organizations (McGregor, 1960; 
McGregor, 1970). Theory Y supports the following 
propositions: 
1. Management is responsible for organl.zl.ng the 
elements of productive enterprise--money, 
materials, equipment, people--in the interest of 
economic ends. 
2. People are not by nature passive or resistant to 
organizational needs. They have become so as a 
result of experience in organizations. 
3. The motivation, the potential for development, the 
capacity for assuming responsibilities, the 
readiness to direct behavior toward organizational 
goals are all present in people. Management does 
not put them there. It is a responsibility of 
management to make it possible for people to 
recognize and develop these human characteristics 
for themselves. 
4. The essential task of management is to arrange 
organizational conditions and methods of operation 
so that people can achieve their own goals best by 
directing their own efforts toward organizational 
objectives (McGregor, 1970). 
Therefore, TQM is "based on the premise that workers 
have an inherent desire to produce quality products and do 
so effectively and efficiently" (Lundy, 1990). People are 
r 
I viewed as fundamentally hardworking, responsible, 
trustworthy, and require support and encouragement (Ouchi, 
1981) . 
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The Valence-Instrumentality-Expectancy Theory (VIE) 
(Pinder, 1984) further defines employee effort as jointly 
determined by two critical factors: the value assigned to 
certain outcomes by the employee and the extent to which the 
employee's effort will lead to the attainment of rewards. 
VIE researchers Vroom, Porter and Lawler found these two 
factors interact to determine effort level. Employees must 
"both positively value outcomes and believe the outcomes 
result from their effort for further effort to be 
forthcoming." It is believed that rewards as a motivator 
will become increasingly important as the workforce'S 
education level rises and employees are less threatened by 
challenging positions. 
Applying TQM, Theory Y and VIE theory to this study, it 
was expected that employees at all levels would be 
interested in improving the quality of services of their 
department thus working toward the Baldrige criteria. In 
regard to VIE theory, it was expected that the difference 
between reward importance and perception would vary 
according to position within the departments. 
This study also contrasted gender differences in 
response to the seven Baldrige Criteria indices and a reward 
index. Gender differences in communication, management, 'and 
i 
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leadership style have been chiefly attributed to radical 
gender differences in socialization. Females' socialization 
involves nurturing primarily in environments that encourage 
cooperativeness, sharing, networking, and conflict 
avoidance; males, on the other hand, are nurtured primarily 
in environments that encourage competitiveness, dominance, 
and self-reliance (Tannen, 1990; Bem, 1993). TQM purports 
to be genderless, it encourages process and product 
improvement through the involvement of all personnel in 
quality improvement; TQM also discourages competitiveness 
within organizations opting instead for cooperativeness. 
Consequently, TQM philosophy is closely aligned with 
characteristics of female socialization and is not as 
supportive of characteristics of male socialization (Tannen, 
1990). Therefore, some difference was expected to be found 
between gender responses on some of the Baldrige criteria 
indices and reward index. 
Additionally, this study sought to contrast Baldrige 
criteria indices scores and reward scores according to age 
using life-cycle phases theory (Chickering & Havighurst, 
1981). This theory predicts marker events (what individuals 
are experiencing), psychic tasks and characteristic stances 
(how individuals are reacting) of individuals according to 
age categories. For example, respondents under 30 years of 
age in this study would be characterized as "moving into the 
adult world." They are predicted to be experiencing the 
I 
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following marker events: marriage; establishment of a home; 
becoming a parent; getting hired/fired/quit jobs; and 
entering into community activities. Their psychic tasks are 
predicted to be: regarding self as an adult; developing a 
capacity for intimacy; fashioning initial life structure; 
building the dream; and finding a mentor. Their 
characteristic stance would be predicted to be "doing what 
one should"; living and building for the future; and 
launching themselves as an adult. Applying life-cycle 
phases theory to the study, it was expected there would be 
differences between some age groups in their response to the 
seven Baldrige criteria indices and reward. 
Definition of Terms 
Baldrige criteria. seven-part weighted criteria which 
includes the following: leadership (100 points), 
information and analysis (70 points), strategic quality 
planning (60 points), human resource utilization (150 
points), quality assurance of services (140 points), quality 
results (180 points) and customer satisfaction (300 points) 
for a total of 1000 points (Seymour & Collett, 
1991). 
Benchmarking. Establishing base-line quality 
assessment data to be used for comparison regarding 
improvement of products, services and processes (Seymour & 
Collett, 1991). 
~ 11 
Difference. Scores that result from subtracting 
perception scores from importance scores. A difference 
score indicates the gap between what currently exists and 
the value the respondent places upon the item. The 
difference score is also referred to as the "opportunity" 
(Zierdt, 1993). 
Non-academic service units. Higher education service 
units including the budget department; the office of the 
business manager (e.g. landscape services, mail services, 
parking services, telecommunications center, bookstore, 
transportation services, printing services and vending 
machines service); business services (e.g. purchasing, 
inventory, university stores, food stores, environmental 
health and safety, radiation safety, computer operations, 
budget/fiscal affairs); office of the comptroller; human 
resources; facilities management; operations analysis; and 
campus police (Newton, 1992). 
Position. Administrative, managerial and professional, 
and support staff. 
Quality. Unrelenting attention to satisfying or 
exceeding the needs and expectations of customers through 
regular analysis and examination of all of an institution's 
work processes to make constant improvements (Lozier & 
Teeter, 1992). 
Reward. Potentially two kinds of rewards can result 
from performance in organizations, intrinsic and extrinsic. 
12 
Intrinsic rewards are given by employers for behavior 
performed for its own sake without motivation to acquire any 
material or social rewards. Extrinsic rewards, on the other 
hand, are granted for performance motivated to acquire 
material and social rewards (Pinder, 1984; Yukl, 1989; 
Lawler, 1990). 
Delimitations and Limitations of the study 
The study confined itself to personnel of non-academic 
service units in a large university and is not generalizable 
beyond that population. Because of the perceived 
sensitivity of the study, units participating were self-
selected. A further limitation of this study was that of 
cost. The expansiveness of the potential population for 
this study made it necessary for the researcher to limit the 
number of departments (29) participating. 
Significance of the Study 
Several case studies have been conducted relative to 
total quality management application to non-academic service 
units in higher education institutions but few quantitative 
studies have been conducted which result in benchmarking, 
comparing personnel perception to importance of service, and 
the resulting difference. (Benchmarking of initial quality 
perception and importance is deemed by TQM experts as a 
critical component in the future success of TQM application 
in any system.) Also because of the relative infancy of 
TQM in higher education, no quality assessment instruments 
r 
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are being used that allow for comparison of like departments 
among and between institutions. Additionally, this study 
relates quality assessment to the Baldrige criteria. The 
criteria are generally only used in business and industry 
but this study applies those same criteria to non-academic 
service departments in higher education, something that 
research indicates that no other higher education study has 
addressed. Further, this study analyzes reward perception 
and importance of personnel during a time of severe 
cutbacks, concerns for maintaining quality, and limited 
salary increases ~n higher education. 
Summary 
This chapter has reviewed the purpose of the study, 
related research questions, theoretical framework, 
definition of terms and operationalization of variables, 
delimitations and limitations of the study and significance 
of the present study. 
r 
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Chapter II 
Review of Literature 
Introduction 
Literature reviewed in this chapter discusses the 
origin of total quality management (TQM), the background of 
the Baldrige criteria, TQM's application in business and 
industry, the application of TQM in higher education and 
relevant studies of non-academic service units. 
Origin of TOM 
In order to adequately discuss the origin of TQM, it is 
necessary to review the post-world War II economic 
resurgence of Japan. Prior to the war, Japanese products 
had the notoriety of being poorly constructed. But post-
war, these products were seen by economists as Japan's 
primary means of economic recovery. To improve the quality 
of the manufacturing processes and products, the Japanese 
adopted a total change in production management philosophy. 
The profound result can still be seen today. Japanese 
products are now considered a major threat to domestic 
products because of their superior quality and competitive 
price, and Japanese employees are respected worldwide 
(Cornesky, 1990). The man most credited with Japan's 
tremendous transformation is W. Edwards Deming. 
Deming applied principles developed by others before 
him with some of his own management bias to give rise to 
"total quality management" or TQM. Deming outlines the TQM 
philosophy in the following 14 points (1985, p. 23): 
I ~ 
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1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
create constance of purpose for improvement of 
product and service, with the aim of becoming 
competitive and staying in business, and to 
provide jobs. 
Adopt the new philosophy. We are in a new 
econom~c age. Western management must awaken to 
the challenge, learn their responsibilities, and 
take on leadership for a change. 
15 
Cease dependence on inspection to achieve quality. 
Eliminate the need for inspection on a mass basis 
by building quality into the product in the first 
place. 
End the practice of awarding business on the basis 
of price tag alone. Move toward a single supplier 
for anyone item on the basis of a long-term 
relationship of loyalty and trust. Minimize total 
cost by working with a single supplier. 
Improve constantly and forever every process for 
planning, production, and service, to improve 
quality and productivity, and thus constantly 
decrease costs. 
6. Institute training on the job. 
7. Adopt and institute leadership. The aim of 
supervision should be to help people and machines 
and gadgets do a better job. Supervision of 
management is in need of overhaul, as well as 
supervision of production. 
S. Drive out fear, so that everyone can work 
effectively for the company. 
9. Break down barriers between departments. People 
in research, design, sales, and production must 
work as a team to foresee problems of production 
and those that may be encountered with the product 
or service. 
10. Eliminate slogans, exhortations, and targets for 
the work force that ask for zero defects or new 
levels of productivity. such exhortations only 
create adversarial relationships, since the bulk 
of the causes of low quality and productivity 
belong to the system and thus lie beyond the power 
of the work force. 
I 
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11a. Eliminate work standards (quotas) on the factory 
floor. Substitute leadership. 
b. Eliminate management by objectives. 
management by numbers, and numerical 
Substitute leadership. 
Eliminate 
goals. 
16 
12a. Remove barriers that rob the hourly worker of his 
right to pride of workmanship. The responsibility 
of supervisors must be changed from sheer numbers 
to quality. 
b. Remove barriers that rob people in management and 
engineering of their right to pride of 
workmanship. This means, inter alia, abolishment 
of the annual or merit rating and management by 
objective. 
13. Institute a vigorous program of education and 
self-improvement. 
14. Put everybody in the 
the transformation. 
everybody's job. 
company to work to accomplish 
The transformation is 
The flow of work activities (process) is considered by 
some the most critical facet of TQM. Lee (1992) points out 
that managing quality is generally achieved by attention to 
five key checkpoints. The first checkpoint he calls 
upstream systems and it includes customers, suppliers, and 
vendors. The second checkpoint he calls inputs, generally 
raw materials for producing the goods or service. The third 
checkpoint is the value adding processes and involves the 
organizational system. The fourth checkpoint is the output 
that results from the process. The fifth checkpoint Lee 
refers to as the downstream system or the customers. 
Past management efforts have focused on the input and 
output checkpoints dealing primarily with inspection. TQM's 
major focus is on upstream systems, value adding processes 
r 
" .-"" I 
I I 
I 
17 
and downstream systems. These upstream systems are typified 
by heavy human resource involvement in the process. 
Therefore, managing the company's human resources becomes 
the surest way to improve product and service quality 
(Luthans, 1990). 
The leadership of a total quality management 
organization must convey the message that customer 
satisfaction, borne out of a process of continuous 
improvement, is the responsibility of every member of the 
organization. TQM includes all the support personnel inside 
and outside the organization that are associated with the 
product or service (Lee, Luthans and Hodgetts, 1992). This 
philosophy is the first of a three-part thrust to adoption 
of total quality management (Seymour & Collett, 1991). 
Part two is the adoption of a set of principles that 
reflect critical management methods necessary to implement 
the new quality philosophy. These management principles 
should demonstrate to people a conscious investment in 
assisting people to perform their jobs better by minimizing 
their fears and rewarding their quality-causing efforts. 
Part three is the use of "tools" which require people 
to work together to generate objective data regarding their 
work processes and then apply the knowledge to a systematic 
methodology for improvement. In its move to incorporate 
quality management into their system, the U.S. Army (1993) 
has taken the stance that "assessment always precedes 
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action." The Army has charged their leadership with using 
organizational assessment tools in three key areas: 
attitudes of personnel regarding their values, beliefs, 
opinions, and perceptions; objective performance focusing on 
what is done, costs incurred and customers' assessment of 
value of products produced and services provided; and a 
quality audit to determine how quality is managed within the 
organization using the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality 
Award criteria as a guide for designing and conducting the 
audit. 
The Army's effective use of assessment tools may prove 
to be critical in the success or failure of quality 
management in their organization. Failure to make quality 
improvement decisions based upon support of results and 
initial determination of personnel commitment is cited as 
one of the major problems with effective adoption of TQM 
(Holpp, 1989). Together the three parts, philosophy, 
management and the tools of quality management, will enable 
the organization to succeed. 
The Baldrige Award 
TQM's has been adopted by the majority of Fortune 500 
corporations (Miller, 1992). congress acknowledged the 
potential of TQM and further encouraged its spread in 
business and industry in its 1987 enactment of Public Law 
100-107 (Lee, 1992; Lee, Luthans & Hodgetts, 1992). This 
law developed criteria for the Malcolm Baldrige National 
19 
Quality Award, a national competition for organizations 
involved in quality management. The award is based upon 
seven criteria that are reflective of Deming's 14 point TQM 
philosophy. Two awards can be given annually in 
manufacturing, service and small (fewer than 500 employees) 
business through the Department of Commerce. The Baldrige 
Award criteria is based on a 1,000 point scale and divided 
into seven parts. 
The first area, leadership (100 points), examines the 
senior executives' leadership in developing quality values 
and incorporating them into the manner in which their 
company conducts business. Information and Analysis (70 
points) examines the breadth, validity, utilization, and 
management of data and information that are the undercurrent 
for the company's overall quality improvement program. 
strategic Quality Planning (60 points) examines the 
company's planning process in meeting and sustaining quality 
leadership and the manner in which quality improvement 
planning is incorporated into overall business planning. 
The fourth area, Human Resource Utilization (150 
points), examines the company's effectiveness in developing 
and engaging the full potential of its work force (including 
the management team), and to sustain an atmosphere that is 
conducive to full participation, continuous improvement, and 
personal and organizational development. Quality Assurance 
of Products and Services (140 points) focuses primarily on 
process design and control examining the statistical and 
process approaches used for designing and producing goods 
and services. 
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Quality Results (180 points) examines the degrees of 
quality improvement based upon analysis of customer's 
requirements and expectations and from scrutinizing business 
operations. The final area, customer Satisfaction (300 
points), examines the company's knowledge of its customers, 
the entire customer service system, responsiveness, and the 
success at meeting customers' requirements and expectations. 
TOM in Business and Industry 
What do business and industry representatives feel TQM 
has done for their organizations? Rosetta Riley (1992), 
Quality Assurance Director of the Continuous Improvement 
Process at General Motors/Cadillac Division, a 1990 Malcolm 
Baldrige Award winner, indicated TQM was a dramatic cultural 
change for her organization. It was a change from the 
traditional to the contemporary; a change from functional to 
cross-functional operations; and from an adversarial 
relationship to team building between management and the 
union. Leaders were retrained to lead, not manage, and to 
function as a teacher, coach, and active listener as they 
encourage and provide resources for team members. For 
example, a team was developed to execute "Simultaneous 
Engineering"--a concurrent design project involving 
engineers, manufacturers, human resource representatives, 
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suppliers, customer satisfaction representatives, and line 
workers. 
Participation on teams at Cadillac is voluntary. In 
1985, 10 percent of Cadillac's employees were on teams; in 
1992, 60 percent of employees were on teams and, Riley said, 
"there are not enough teams for all the employees who wish 
to be on them." Interestingly, Cadillac realized a 70 
percent reduction in customer problems between 1985 and 
1990. 
Is TQM businesses' salvation? TQM is not without its 
critics. A recent check of some Baldrige Award winners 
found several in desperate trouble (Mathews & Katel, 1992). 
For example, the Wallace Co., a Houston-based oil-supply 
company, has filed for Chapter 11 bankruptcy protection; TQM 
could not insulate it from bad economic times. Further, a 
study of 500 companies by Arthur D. Little found only 36 
percent saying TQM was having "significant impact" on their 
ability to out perform competitors. 
Some critics argue the cost of implementing TQM exceeds 
the benefits. One company in the Arthur D. Little study 
reported that its obsession with TQM application to its 
inventory control system resulted in a price increase of a 
25 cent wholesale item to $2.89 to cover expensive computer 
control costs. 
A study conducted by Ernst & young in conjunction with 
the American Quality Foundation (Fuchsberg, 1992) concluded: 
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"many quality-management plans are simply too amorphous to 
generate better products and services." Companies were 
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found to be diffusing their quality efforts across the board 
rather than focusing on a smaller number of key changes. 
Even though there has been a tremendous increase in quality 
related activities in most u.s. companies in the past three 
years, the study indicated that the quality-boosting 
practices had not achieved lasting and meaningful results. 
Quality had not become a habit; it had not become a routine 
part of the way business is being conducted. Additionally 
the 500 companies surveyed were employing 945 different 
quality management tactics which translates into a 
proliferation of consultants "each of whom preaches his or 
her own pet strategy." 
Japan awards what is deemed internationally as the most 
prestigious award for quality management, the Deming Prize. 
Florida Power & Light (Mathews & Katel, 1992) is the only 
American company to ever be awarded Japan's Deming Prize for 
quality management. Despite receipt of the prestigious 
award, Florida Power & Light has had to severely cut its 
quality efforts because of worker complaints of excessive 
paperwork (e.g., indicators, charts, graphs, reports and 
meetings). Florida Power & Light also experienced a CEO 
change. The new CEO slashed jobs related to TQM because he 
"'wasn't too sure about this quality stuff'" and in the 
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process realized a significant savings in personnel 
expenditures. 
Employee involvement teams are a very popular way for 
companies to implement quality improvement at all 
organizational levels. In the united states, however, this 
kind of implementation process has been challenged (Hicks & 
Bone, 1990). Du Pont's use of worker management teams at 
its Chambers Works plant was ruled illegal by an National 
Labor Relations Board administrative law judge (Omaha World-
Herald, 1992). The Deepwater, New Jersey plant was ordered 
to disband teams because it had failed to consult the union 
before forming them. Some union representatives fear 
employee involvement teams being allowed to flourish could 
spell the death of labor unions in the united states. 
TOM and Higher Education 
TQM in higher education has a relatively short history 
compared to its application in business and industry. At 
the 1992 American Association of Higher Education 
conference, the higher education institution with the 
longest history of TQM adoption (Delaware County Community 
College) had been applying it for six years. Delaware 
county Community College President Richard DeCosmo was 
reluctant to say that TQM had been totally infused into the 
institution, but he was very positive about what he termed 
the "intermediate" results. He quickly pointed to a savings 
of $60,000 in the copying bill for the institution as a 
short-term benefit of total quality management 
implementation (Seymour, et. al., 1992). 
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In a study conducted by Seymour and Collett (1991), 
community colleges and smaller private institutions were 
found to have made the most comprehensive higher education 
TQM efforts. community colleges surveyed took an average of 
four years to implement TQM while private colleges took an 
average of two years. Respondents identified four different 
causes for their interest in TQM: external influences; 
event driven; specific budgetary and competitive overtones; 
and evolution. 
When asked if they were following a specific 
implementation plan, most of the colleges and universities 
in the Seymour and Collett (1991) study responded they were 
using their own, home-grown plan. One respondent gave 
insight into the basic dilemma their campus was experiencing 
in trying to introduce TQM, "'I don't believe we really 
know how to make TQM happen. It's overwhelming.'" The 
researchers concluded introduction of TQM principles into a 
college or university was very much institution-specific and 
dependent upon "the institution's mission, its culture, its 
strengths and weaknesses, its opportunities and threats and 
the number and location of change agents and would-be 
champions." 
The majority of TQM process improvement efforts in 
higher education have been initiated in non-academic areas 
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(i.e. telephone procedures, custodial services, materials 
acquisition/purchasing, printing/copying services and 
payroll) (Seymour & Collett, 1991). Key benefits of TQM 
reported by respondents were: giving people a voice; less 
explaining, more listening; cutting down steps; a change in 
climate; willing to sweat the details; bringing people 
together with a common language; knowing what we are about; 
reduced rework and scrap; and declining dollars. 
TQM is not being openly embraced on all campuses. The 
resistance to TQM in higher education cannot be 
overemphasized (Murdock, 1992). The perception that 
teaching and research is not like manufacturing and profit-
making service industries coupled with the attitude that TQM 
is "'just another management fad'" have caused TQM 
supporters to demonstrate great persistence and patience. 
Additionally, some academics have found the use of the term 
"customer" to be offensive (Fritz, 1992). One TQM 
enthusiast suggests "customer" be replaced in academe by 
"beneficiary" (Sherr & Teeter, 1991). 
Pursell (1990) conducted a pre-test/post-test study at 
Fox Valley Technical College of organizational climate 
before and after application of Philip B. Crosby's quality 
improvement process. Using the Survey of Organizations 
instrument, she tested organizational climate using 27 
different indices. Eight of the 27 indices were deemed 
significantly different. She concluded the Crosby mOdel did 
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have a significant change on the organizational climate at 
Fox Valley Technical College. 
TOM at Samford University. Samford university began 
its quality initiative called "student-First Quality Quest" 
(S-FQQ) in conjunction with a Sesquicentennial curriculum 
Renewal (Seymour, et. al., 1992). The two concurrent and 
complementary processes operated to refine institutional 
purpose and goals. The Sesquicentennial Curriculum Renewal 
effort resulted in two study reports, followed by "detailed 
presentations, widespread discussions, and action 
initiatives that lead to healthy dialogue about Samford's 
most basic social value or its purpose." Curriculum renewal 
surveys, analyses, documents, initiatives, and continuing 
dialogue laid the foundation for an upcoming self study. 
The Lead Team for Samford's S-FQQ was composed of 
President Corts and those who reported directly to him. The 
following are goals the Lead Team made for themselves and 
the University: 
Make Samford a nationally recognized learning/teaching 
university; 
Make continuous quality improvement common practice at 
Samford University; 
Develop constancy of purpose over time, aligning 
Samford's operations and results with its mission; 
Demonstrate to the national higher education community 
the power of the quality paradigm to improve academic 
practice; 
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Measure ourselves against the Malcolm Baldrige National 
Quality Award in 1991 (Note: At present, there is no 
Baldrige Award competition for non-profit institutions 
such as universities.); 
Be a model of "institutional effectiveness' in the 1996 
reaffirmation of accreditation by the Commission on 
Colleges, SACS. 
An overall organizational goal was set "to optimize 
Samford's effectiveness by infusing, in a Christian manner, 
the theory, ethic, and practice of continuous quality 
improvement into every function of Samford University." 
President Carts shared his sense of Samford's mission 
and his long term commitment to infusing continuous quality 
improvement at Samford University during an assembly of 700 
of Samford's faculty and staff. The following is the 
mission statement of Samford university: 
The mission of Samford University is to nurture 
persons, offering learning experiences and 
relationships within a Christian community, so that 
each participant may develop personal empowerment, 
academic/career competency, social/civic 
responsibility, ethical and spiritual strength; and 
continuously to improve the effectiveness of the 
community. 
customers of Samford were defined as those persons 
who transact with the University; those who might 
transact with the University; those who benefit from 
association with Samford; those who are personally 
involved or interested in Samford; and those who have 
the ability or potential to influence Samford or to be 
influenced by Samford. Currently enrolled students 
were identified by the Lead Team as the primary 
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customers of Samford. Secondary customers identified by the 
team included: students' families; prospective students; 
faculty and staff employees, retirees, and former employees; 
Alabama Baptists, Southern Baptists; Christian community 
[sic]; alumni, contributors, vendors, suppliers; potential 
employers and graduate/professional schools. 
Early on President Corts established an Office of 
Quality Assessment to initiate and facilitate assessment of 
institutional effectiveness and total quality management. 
The School of Pharmacy at Samford hosted a "Quality 
Improvement in Higher Education" conference sponsored by the 
American Association of Colleges of Pharmacy. Pharmacy 
faculty and administration as well as Samford's 
administrative leadership and a cross section of other 
faculty were exposed to an overview of business and 
industry's quality improvement principles and their adapt ion 
to higher education. 
Training continued as the University hosted several 
other conferences whose themes dealt with quality 
improvement. Training was offered to faculty in the use of 
quality planning tools. Internal trainer-facilitators were 
identified and received special training enabling them to 
return to their units and train and facilitate unit quality 
improvement teams. 
Samford is implementing a planning-budgeting-evaluation 
process that incorporates evaluation of institutional 
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effectiveness with continuous quality improvement. This 
process will wed the work completed by the curriculum 
renewal and S-FQQ into a Quality council and an Assessment, 
Planning and Budgeting Panel. This marriage will facilitate 
alignment of the University's mission-customers-processes-
values-vision process. 
Assessment of institutional effectiveness will 
incorporate academic and administrative assessment. These 
assessments will be supported by "shared values, team spirit 
and statistical thinking and tools inherent in continuous 
quality improvement process." 
TOM at st. John Fisher College. st. John Fisher 
College, Rochester, New York, began its quality initiative 
during the summer of 1988 (Seymour, et. al, 1992). The Long 
Range Planning committee of the Board of Trustees was 
reviewing the strengths and weaknesses of the institution's 
administrative programs. Administrative departments 
reported weaknesses of low morale, increasing demands, 
decreasing resources and a more critical president. They 
recommended to the committee that to eliminate the 
weaknesses a sUbstantial increase in the number of 
administrative employees was needed. The new president, 
William Pickett, opposed this solution. 
Two trustees were employees of Eastman Kodak and Xerox 
and had been intimately involved in quality improvement 
programs at both companies. Both said at nearly the same 
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moment "'This all sounds very familiar. What we need is a 
quality process.'" President Pickett began reading quality 
process materials and talking with quality improvement 
employees at Eastman Kodak. By the end of the summer of 
1988 he and the senior staff decided they would begin a 
quality process focusing on administrative and support 
programs. 
President Pickett announced his intent to proceed with 
the quality process at st. John Fisher College during his 
state of the college speech in the fall of 1988. He 
appointed a member of the administrative team to the 
position of assistant for quality management and sent him to 
a six week training program at Eastman Kodak. The College 
further developed their working relationship with Kodak by 
participating in a "loaned executive" program utilizing the 
skills of a Kodak executive in quality improvement two days 
a week for a year. 
The College began with four quality teams. The mailing 
management team scored the first success by reducing turn 
around time for mailing catalogs to prospective students 
from six weeks to two days. Two of the initial teams did 
not succeed but valuable lessons were learned from their 
failures. 
The loaned executive program from Kodak trained 22 
administrative employees from all departments and at all 
organizational levels in the basics of quality and 
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facilitation during the first year. senior staff were able 
to obtain seats at Deming seminars through an alumnus at AC-
Rochester, a General Motors Division, greatly enhancing 
their commitment to the quality process. 
Twenty-five quality teams that deal with issues and 
problems on the campus have sprung up in the first two years 
of the quality improvement initiative. Some of the areas 
they have focused on were: student recruitment, student 
retention, student diversity, library, campus maintenance, 
mailing system, financial aid, athletic recruiting, and 
board of trustees meetings. 
President Pickett feels "Fisher is a better and 
stronger college today than it was in 1988." Instructional 
productivity has increased by 18 percent. Balance sheets 
and operating ratios have improved dramatically. An 
internal customer satisfaction survey found over 90 percent 
of administrative staff characterizing their morale as high 
and indicated that st. John Fisher college is a good place 
to work. 
Non-Academic Service Departments 
Non-academic service departments function more like 
business and industry than any other area of higher 
education. They have processes, products and services that 
can be easily distinguished. It is said that non-academic 
professionals typically view the institution as a smooth 
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functioning entity whose source of problems are unruly 
students and outspoken professors (Newton, 1992). 
The past years of financial woes in higher education 
have been linked to reduced enrollments, declining state 
appropriations, and declining federal government 
expenditures. At the same time operating costs have been 
increasing. Coupled with increased regulation and an 
explosion in technology, institutions have been forced to 
take a long, hard look at all expenditures (Green, 1992). 
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Questions about service needs, service quality and required 
levels of staffing in administrative and service units, and 
salary increases have brought non-academic service units to 
the forefront (Fortunato & Waddell, 1981; Howe, 1988; 
Bourchard, Davidson & Fortunato, 1992). 
A national study of staffing trends in human resources 
departments in higher education institutions showed staffing 
ratios have gone down during the past five year period 
(Bouchard, Davidson & Fortunato, 1992). The researchers 
attributed this change either to human resources departments 
getting larger or the institutions outside the human 
resources functions cutting back. They concluded that 
because of the centrality of the human resources function to 
the university's mission, demand, growth and better services 
to meet human resource challenges could be expected in the 
1990s. 
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When dealing with resource shortfalls, it is difficult 
to provide pay increases and effectively reward employees 
within higher education organizations. As a result, 
employees soon begin to look outside the organization for 
promotion and leadership opportunities (Green, 1992). 
Admittedly little has been written about reward 
perceptions and needs of non-academic personnel in the face 
of dramatic budgetary concerns in higher education. It is 
likely their needs will be as varied as the broad range of 
position classifications represented in non-academic service 
units (Rostek & Kladivko, 1988). 
Summary 
Literature reviewed in this chapter discussed the 
origin of total quality management, the background of the 
Baldrige Criteria, TQM's application in business and 
industry, the application of TQM in higher education and the 
condition and relevant studies of non-academic service 
units. No studies were found that specifically capture the 
perceptions, importance, and resulting difference that non-
academic personnel in higher education place upon the 
Baldrige Criteria and reward. 
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Introduction 
Chapter III 
Methods 
This study was conducted to compare personnel 
perceptions, importance and the resulting difference to both 
the Baldrige criteria and reward in selected non-academic 
departments in a higher education system. The design of the 
study was correlational and used a mail survey. The first 
section of the chapter will describe the population. The 
sections immediately following will outline the research 
design and instrumentation. The chapter will then focus on 
variables and their relationship to survey questions. The 
final sections will discuss the data analysis and validity 
and reliability of the instrument. 
Population 
The site of this study was one campus of a large, four-
campus university system in the midwest. Directors 
representing 29 non-academic service departments comprised 
of 307 personnel service departments were surveyed. These 
directors and their departments were chosen because they 
were in the preliminary stages of implementing TQM in their 
departments. Each of the three position classifications 
(administrative, managerial and professional, and support 
staff) were represented in these non-academic service 
departments. Because of the variance of numbers of 
personnel in each department (a range of 1 to 54) and the 
inappropriateness of comparing populations to samples, each 
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member of the population was surveyed (Gravetter & Wallnau, 
1988; Hinkle et. al., 1988). 
Research Design 
A survey was used to collect quantitative descriptions 
of the study population. The survey design was selected 
because it allowed for standardized measurement common to 
all respondents which generated similar information from all 
involved. The design also allowed for the researcher to 
collect data available from no other source in a real 
setting (Fowler, 1988; Best, 1981). 
Instrumentation 
Data was collected using the Quality Opportunity Index 
(QUOIN) questionnaire (see Appendix A) developed by the 
International Values Institute at Marian College of Fond du 
Lac, Wisconsin. Because the QUOIN instrument is 
copyrighted, permission for the researcher to use it was 
granted in a "Memo of Understanding" found in Appendix B. 
The primary objective of the QUOIN instrument is to measure 
an entity's quality climate with regard to the seven 
Baldrige criteria. The instrument has had extensive use in 
business and industry and limited use in higher education, 
according to the International Values Institute. 
Researchers at the International Values Institute have 
determined the QUOIN instrument has a face validity by 
indices of .6. The instrument consisted of 58 questions 
which asked participants to indicate their perception to 
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statements using a nine-point Likert-type scale (too little 
to too much), their perception of importance also using a 
nine-point Likert-type scale (not very to highly) and four 
demographic questions. Respondents were asked to record 
their responses on an accompanying mark-sense sheet. 
The initial mailing of cover letters (samples of first 
and second mailing cover letters are found in Appendix C and 
D, respectively), coded surveys, mark-sense sheets, pencils 
and return labels was followed by a second mailing to non-
respondents after two weeks. As instruments were returned 
they were marked to indicate first or second response. 
Because of the high return received in the first (199) and 
second (51) response rounds (81.4%), only demographic 
information was collected from non-respondents for 
comparison purposes. 
Table 1 
Timeline for Mailed OUOIN Survey 
Event Feb. 3 Feb. 17 March 3 
Initial X 
Mailing 
of 
Survey 
Second X 
Mailing 
Data X 
Collection 
Completed 
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variables in the study 
The dependent variables in the study were perception of 
Baldrige Criteria and reward occurrence, importance of 
Baldrige Criteria and reward occurrence and the resulting 
difference. The independent variables of the study were 
position, size of department, gender, age, and years in 
position. Figure 1, found in Appendix E, portrays the 
relationship between variables in the study, the research 
questions, survey items and the type of scale used. 
Data Analysis 
Mark-sense forms were collected and first and second 
respondents were coded. The mark-sense forms were then 
scanned by the National Institute of Quality Improvement. 
The data was returned to the researcher in spreadsheet 
format and repositioned for data analysis using the 
statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) program. 
The following steps were used in the statistical analysis 
process: 
1. Analysis of responses. Surveys were first 
analyzed to compare first and second responses. This 
analysis, utilizing t-tests, indicated no significant (.01) 
difference between first and second respondents. 
Additionally, the researcher was able to obtain position and 
gender information regarding non-respondents through the 
cooperation of the institution's personnel department. This 
position and gender information was compared between 
respondents and non-respondents. The t-tests indicated no 
bias in regard to either position or gender variable. 
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2. Descriptive analysis of the independent variables. 
Independent variables (position, size of department, gender, 
age and years in position) were analyzed. 
3. Descriptive analysis of the dependent variables. 
An item by item analysis was used to produce means, ranges 
and standard deviations. 
4. Indices analysis of dependent variables. The 
items on the survey were combined to produce the seven 
indices of the Baldrige criteria (leadership, information 
and analysis, strategic quality planning, human resource 
utilization, quality assurance of services, quality results 
and customer satisfaction). (Refer to Figure 1 in Appendix 
E for a breakdown of items by indices). Analysis of indices 
was completed for the perception responses, the importance 
responses and the resulting difference scores. 
5. Determined differences in dependent variables by 
independent variables. The seven indices were analyzed by 
the independent variables (reward, position, size of 
department, gender, age, and years in position) to determine 
differences in responses according to independent variables. 
This analysis was accomplished using ANOVA. 
Validity and Reliability 
A reliability coefficient check was run both by item 
and in total. The check indicated the QUOIN items had a 
1 
reliability coefficient of .95 with an overall instrument 
reliability of .9567. 
Summary 
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This chapter has focused on the methods utilized in the 
study. Central to the methodology is the survey developed 
by the International Values Institute at Marian College of 
Fond du Lac, Wisconsin that was mailed to personnel in 29 
selected non-academic departments on one campus of a large 
four-campus university system. Data analysis included 
descriptive and ANOVA examining the perception, importance 
and resulting difference of the Baldrige criteria to 
personnel in non-academic departments of higher education. 
Introduction 
Chapter IV 
Findings of the study 
The five objectives developed for this study focused on 
the relationship among selected demographic variables 
(position, size of department, gender, age and years in 
position) and importance, perception and difference 
personnel in non-academic departments of a large midwestern 
university placed on items related to quality assessment and 
reward. 
Data was collected to accomplish these objectives 
through the use of the QUOIN instrument developed by the 
International Values Institute at Marian College, Fond du 
Lac, Wisconsin. The instrument contained two parts; 
demographic information and 58 attitudinal questions. The 
four demographic questions in part one ascertained the 
position of the respondent; the age of the respondent; the 
respondent's gender; and the number of years the respondent 
had been in his/her present position. The second part of 
the instrument contained 58 questions related to the 
perception and importance of quality assessment items which 
are closely related to the Baldrige Criteria and reward. 
The specific data analysis procedures involved in this 
study were as follows: 
1. A t-test comparison of first and second 
respondents and a comparison of respondents and non-
respondents. 
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2. A descriptive analysis of demographic items. 
Frequency distributions were calculated to provide a 
descriptive profile of the respondents using the demographic 
variables of position, size of department, age, gender and 
years in position. 
3. The third step of analysis examined the perception 
and importance scores on each item in part two of the 
instrument. The perception score was then subtracted from 
the importance score to produce a difference score for each 
of the 58 items. A complete review of all 58 perception 
item means and standard deviations is contained in Appendix 
G. 
4. The fourth step of analysis combined the 
difference scores into the seven Baldrige Criteria indices 
and the reward index. 
5. The final step of analysis used ANOVA to contrast 
differences between Baldrige criteria indices and the reward 
index using the independent variables ,of position, size of 
department, age, gender, and years in position. 
Response Bias Analysis 
Usable responses were received from 250 respondents 
from a total population of 308. During the time period 
spanning the first and second mailings, one potential 
respondent died, therefore, the study was deemed to have a 
total population of 307. Combining first and second 
responses yielded a total response rate for the study of 
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81.4% (Refer to Table 2). A comparison of first and second 
respondents yielded no significant (.01) difference between 
responses to the attitudinal questions (Refer to Appendix F, 
Table 3 for a comparison of first and second responses by 
attitudinal items.) A comparison of gender and position of 
respondents and non-respondent also yielded no significant 
(.01) difference (Refer to Appendix G, Table 4 for a 
comparison of respondents and non-respondents by gender and 
position. ) 
Table 2 
Numbers and Percentages of Respondents and Non-Respondents 
Respondents Number Percentage 
First Mailing 199 64.8% 
Second Mailing 51 16.6% 
Non-Respondents 57 18.6% 
Total 307 100.0% 
Description of the Respondents 
The first item on the instrument asked respondents to 
indicate their position as administrative, 
managerial/professional or support staff. As can been seen 
in Table 5, the majority of respondents were classified as 
support staff. 
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Table 5 
Number and Frequencies of Respondents According to Position 
Position Number Frequency 
Administrative 8 3.2% 
Managerial/Professional 70 28.0% 
Support Staff 172 68.8% 
Twenty-nine departments participated in the study. 
Information regarding the size of departments was obtained 
from mailing lists and official rosters obtained from the 
institution's human resource data base. The total number of 
personnel in the departments included ranged from 1 to 54. 
This vast range provided some difficulty in grouping 
departments according to number of personnel. As shown in 
Table 6, the final breakdown resulted in the majority (70%) 
of the respondents being located in 20 departments each 
comprised of under ten personnel. 
I 
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Table 6 
Numbers and Frequencies of Personnel According to Department 
Number of Number of 
Size Departments Frequency Personnel Frequency 
Small (under 10) 20 70.0% 80 32.0% 
Medium (10 to 15) 5 17.2% 48 19.2% 
Large (over 15) 4 13 .8% 122 48.8% 
Total 29 100.0% 250 100.0% 
The third question in Part One of the instrument asked 
respondents to indicate their gender. The result was gender 
being closely split with 133 males or 53.2% and 117 females 
or 46.8%. Respondents were asked their age on the fourth 
question in part one of the instrument. Ages were then 
collapsed into five categories. Most of the respondents 
were in the 40 to 49 year age range with the least 
respondents in the 60 years and over age range as shown in 
Table 7. 
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Table 7 
Numbers and Frequencies of Personnel According to Age 
Age Number Frequency 
Under 30 years 37 14.8% 
30 to 39 years 71 28.4% 
40 to 49 years 85 34.0% 
50 to 59 years 30 12.0% 
60 years and over 26 10.4% 
Total 249* 99.6%* 
*Note. One respondent did not give his/her age. 
The final demographic question in part one of the 
instrument dealt with respondents' years in the same 
position. For ease of analysis, years in position were 
collapsed into five categories. As shown in Table 8, the 
majority of respondents (107 or 42.8%) had been in their 
present position one to five years while the smallest 
category of respondents had been in their present position 
under a year (12 or 4.8%). Respondents' years in the same 
position ranged from less than one year to 42 years. 
i 
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Table 8 
Numbers and Frequencies of Respondents' Years in Present 
Position 
category Number Frequency 
Under a year 12 4.8% 
1 to 5 years 107 42.8% 
6 to 10 years 65 26.0% 
11 to 19 years 34 13.6% 
20 years and over 32 12.8% 
Perception. Importance and Difference Responses 
The second part of the instrument asked respondents to 
react to the 58 statements by selecting a perception score. 
The perception scores were in the form of a nine-point 
Likert-type scale with a range of -4 (Too Little) to +4 (Too 
Much). As shown in Table 9, the item that respondents most 
perceived to be occurring too infrequently was "I have been 
trained to respond to my customers' problems." The second 
item that respondents perceived to be occurring too 
infrequently was "Salary increases are related to my 
performance." A complete review of all 58 perception item 
means and standard deviations is contained in Appendix H. 
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Table 9 
Top Ten Perception Items by Means and standard Deviations 
Item 
I have been trained to respond to my 
customers' problems. 
Salary increases are related to my 
performance. 
Considerations for promotion are tied 
to my performance. 
All members of my department 
participate in planning for quality. 
I am encouraged to participate in 
community activities. 
We check our quality results through 
independent surveys. 
We know how our customer satisfaction 
compares with other schools. 
Managers notice when we meet our 
quality goals. 
My boss keeps me informed. 
We review our quality measurements 
frequently. 
Mean SO 
-2.40 1.53 
-1.55 1. 79 
-1.23 1.94 
-1.18 1. 73 
-1.18 1.87 
-1.16 1.68 
-1.13 1.80 
-1.09 1.65 
-1.02 1.86 
-
.96 1.71 
Note. Likert-type scale used with -4 (Too Little) to +4 
(Too Much). 
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Just as important as those items respondents perceived 
as occurring too infrequently were those items respondents 
perceived as occurring most. Table 10 is a list of the ten 
lowest rated perception items according to means. The item 
respondents perceived was occurring more and, subsequently, 
, 
• 
too much, than any other of the 58 items in the instrument 
was "1 find satisfaction in performing my job well." The 
second item respondents perceived was occurring more than 
all but one other of the 58 items in the instrument was "I 
48 
need more training." A complete review of all 58 perception 
item means and standard deviations is contained in Appendix 
H. 
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Table 10 
Ten Lowest Perception Items by Means and standard Deviations 
Item 
I find satisfaction in performing my 
job well. 
I need more training. 
After successfully completing a 
challenging task, I feel a sense of 
satisfaction. 
My department can show its 
contribution to the University's 
success. 
I cooperate with other departments to 
meet quality service goals. 
I am held accountable for my quality 
and service goals. 
Concerns for quality of service 
affect my daily work activities. 
I know what my customers want. 
We respond as well to our internal 
customers as to our external 
customers. 
I am expected to continually learn 
and improve. 
Mean SD 
1.06 1.51 
.94 1.71 
.84 1.44 
.51 1.32 
.50 1.24 
.40 1. 33 
.35 1.41 
.31 1.33 
.17 1.23 
.08 1.41 
Note. Likert-type scale used with -4 (Too Little) to +4 
(Too Much). 
Each of the 58 items in the instrument contained both a 
perception and an importance portion for the respondent to 
answer. The importance score, like the perception score, 
I 
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asked respondents to select from a nine-point Likert-type 
scale. The importance score range was from 1 (Not Very) to 
9 (Highly). 
Using the importance mean to rate the 58 items, "I find 
satisfaction in performing my job well" was rated the 
highest by respondents. The second highest importance mean 
was "The University cares about employees." The remaining 
eight of the top ten importance means can be found in Table 
11. 
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Table 11 
Top Ten Importance Means and Standard Deviations of Items 
Item 
I find satisfaction in performing my 
job well. 
The University cares about employees. 
I am treated by my manager with 
dignity and respect. 
Top administration is committed to 
quality service and products. 
I have a good work environment. 
My boss keeps me informed. 
After successfully completing a 
challenging task, I feel a sense of 
satisfaction. 
I have been trained to respond to my 
customer's problems. 
Salary increases are related to my 
performance. 
I am treated by my co-workers with 
dignity and respect. 
Mean 
8.12 
7.78 
7.77 
7.70 
7.66 
7.63 
7.52 
7.49 
7.45 
7.42 
Note. Likert-type scale used with 1 (Not Very) to 9 
(Highly) . 
SD 
1.18 
1.48 
1.48 
1.47 
1.38 
1.57 
1.50 
1.84 
1.59 
1.50 
Again, equally significant to this study were those 
items from the instrument respondents deemed of least 
importance. Respondents selected "I am encouraged to 
51 
participate in community activities" as the least important 
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item from the 58 on the instrument. The second least 
important item was "We check quality results through 
independent surveys." The third least important item chosen 
by respondents also dealt with using data for quality 
assessment, "We use hard numbers to measure quality 
service." To review means and standard deviations for all 
58 importance items, refer to Appendix I. 
'* 
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Table 12 
Ten Lowest Importance Items by Means and Standard Deviations 
Item 
I am encouraged to participate in 
community activities. 
We check our quality results through 
independent surveys. 
We use hard numbers to measure 
quality service. 
Quality assessment findings are used 
to improve our daily performance. 
There is a measured relationship 
between customer satisfaction and 
profit. 
We compare our quality service with 
local competitors. 
We compare our quality trends with 
leading institutions. 
I have adequate authority to bend 
rules to satisfy my customers. 
We know how our customer satisfaction 
compares with others schools. 
products and services. 
We know quality trends for all our 
products and services. 
Mean 
5.24 
5.29 
5.41 
5.91 
5.99 
6.03 
6.06 
6.11 
6.17 
6.33 
~. Likert-type scale used with 1 (Not Very) to 9 
(Highly). 
SD 
2.02 
2.02 
2.06 
1. 79 
2.17 
1.94 
1.85 
1.92 
2.05 
1. 75 
• 
After obtaining a perception and importance score for 
each of the 58 items, a difference score was calculated. 
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The calculation involved subtracting the perception score 
from the importance score of the respondent. The resulting 
score can range from a maximum of 13 to a minimum of -3. 
The difference score represents an opportunity score, a 
score that indicates the greatest gap between what currently 
exists and the value the respondent places upon the item. 
The item with the highest difference score and, thus 
the most opportunity to improve the quality climate, was 
"Salary increases are related to my performance." The 
second highest difference item was "My boss keeps me 
informed." The remaining eight of the top ten difference 
means and standard deviations by item can be found in Table 
13 • 
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Table 13 
Top Ten Difference Items by Means and Standard Deviations 
Item 
Salary increases are related to my 
performance. 
My boss keeps me informed. 
The University cares about employees. 
Considerations for promotion are tied 
to my performance. 
All members of my department are 
actively engaged in joint problem 
solving. 
I have a good work environment. 
Managers notice when we meet our 
quali ty goals. 
I am treated by my manager with 
dignity and respect. 
Top administration is committed to 
quality service and products. 
All members of my department 
participate in planning for quality. 
Mean SD 
9.01 2.68 
8.66 2.42 
8.59 2.24 
8.39 2.90 
8.32 2.50 
8.26 2.26 
8.20 2.41 
8.19 2.22 
8.00 2.34 
7.90 2.48 
Note. Likert-type scale used with 13 being the maximum 
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difference score and -3 being the minimum difference score. 
The difference scores for each of the 58 items on the 
instrument also resulted in items of comparative least 
difference. As evidenced in Table 14, the item with the 
lowest difference score, and therefore the least opportunity 
r , 
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for improving the quality climate, was "I need more 
training." Respondents' selections resulted in "We use hard 
numbers to measure quality service" having the second lowest 
difference score. A complete review of all difference item 
means and standard deviations can be found in Appendix J. 
Table 14 
Ten Lowest Difference Items by Means and Standard Deviations 
Item 
I need more training. 
We use hard numbers to measure 
quality service. 
There is a measured relationship 
between customer satisfaction and 
profit. 
We compare our quality service with 
local competitors. 
Concerns for quality of service 
affect my daily work activities. 
I am encouraged to participate in 
community activities. 
I am held accountable for my quality 
and service goals. 
We check our quality results through 
independent surveys. 
We compare our quality trends with 
leading institutions. 
Mean SD 
5.93 2.52 
6.16 2.32 
6.27 2.33 
6.37 2.52 
6.39 1.86 
6.42 2.38 
6.45 1.88 
6.49 2.46 
6.50 2.66 
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We respond as well to our internal 
customers as to our external 
customers. 
6.62 1.91 
Note. Likert-type scale used with 13 being the maximum 
difference score and -3 being the minimum difference score. 
Baldrige criteria Indices and Reward Index 
The QUOIN instrument allows for the development of 
scores for the seven Baldrige criteria and a reward index. 
Perception scores for each of the 58 items from part two of 
the instrument were subtracted from importance scores to 
create a difference score. In turn, difference scores for 
items were collapsed into "subscales." These subscales form 
the Baldrige criteria indices and a reward index. The seven 
Baldrige criteria indices include the following: leadership; 
information and analysis; strategic quality planning; human 
resource utilization; quality assurance of products and 
services; quality results; and customer satisfaction. To 
review each of the Baldrige criteria indices and the reward 
index paired with the related difference items from the 
instrument, refer to Appendix K. 
In Table 15, the Baldrige Criteria indices means and 
standard deviations have been arranged in descending order 
of difference. The greatest opportunity for improving 
quality is in the human resource utilization area followed 
by the strategic quality planning area. Quality results and 
• 
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leadership were areas with the least opportunity for 
improving quality in the 29 departments of the study. 
Reward rated higher than any of the seven indices of the 
Baldrige Criteria. 
Table 15 
Baldrige Criteria Indices and Reward Index Means and 
Standard Deviations Arranged in Descending Order of 
Difference 
Item 
Baldriqe criteria: 
Human resource utilization 
Strategic quality planning 
Information and analysis 
Quality assurance of products 
and services 
customer satisfaction 
Leadership 
Quality results 
Reward 
Mean 
7.63 
7.55 
7.43 
7.35 
7.27 
6.99 
6.66 
7.80 
SO 
1.52 
1.92 
2.18 
1.66 
1.48 
1.44 
1. 70 
1.64 
HQtg. Likert-type scale used with 13 being the maximum 
difference score and -3 being the minimum difference score • 
, 
r·
" 
, 
~ ; ! 
* 
59 
Indices Compared to Independent Variables 
In part one of the instrument, demographic information 
regarding position, age, gender and years in present 
position of respondents was gathered. Additionally, because 
the institution participating in the study provided access 
to their human resource data bank, the study includes data 
regarding size of department for potential respondents. 
These independent variables were compared to the dependent 
variables, the seven Baldrige criteria and reward, through 
the use of oneway analysis of variance (ANOVA). The Scheffe 
post hoc procedure was used to determine if any two groups 
in each ANOVA were significantly different at the .05 level. 
Baldrige criteria by Position. Position 
(administrative, managerial/professional and support staff) 
was compared to the seven areas (leadership; information and 
analysis; strategic quality planning; human resource 
utilization; quality assurance of products and services; 
quality results; and customer satisfaction) of the Baldrige 
Criteria. An ANOVA indicated no significant difference 
existed between respondents according to position in any of 
the seven areas. 
Reward by Position. Position was then compared to the 
reward index using the ANOVA and Scheffe procedure. This 
analysis resulted in the finding of no significant 
difference between reward and position. 
•... 'fl~ 
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Baldrige criteria by Department Size. Department size 
for the purposes of this study was grouped into three 
categories: under 10 personnel, 10 to 15 personnel and over 
15 personnel. The three categories of department size were 
first compared to each of the seven indices of the Baldrige 
Criteria. The ANOVA and Scheffe procedure yielded no 
significant difference between the seven indices and 
department size. 
Reward by Department Size. Reward was compared to 
department size using the ANOVA and Scheffe procedure. 
Similar to the Baldrige criteria by department size results, 
the reward by department size analysis resulted in no 
significant difference between the variables. 
Baldrige Criteria by Age. The ages of respondents in 
the study were collapsed into five categories: under 30 
years; 30 to 39 years; 40 to 49 years; 50 to 59 years; and 
60 years and over. Each of the seven Baldrige criteria were 
compared to age using the ANOVA and Scheffe post hoc 
procedure. 
No significant difference in response was found between 
leadership and age. 
A significant difference was found between information 
and analysis and age. The Scheffe procedure identified a 
significant difference between the mean scores of those 
respondents 30 to 39 years old and 50 to 59 years old. 
Respondents 30 to 39 years old had a mean score higher than 
r.·
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those respondents 50 to 59 years old. The comparison of the 
information and analysis area by age can be seen in Tables 
16 and 17. 
When the Baldrige criteria area of strategic quality 
planning was compared to age, the ANOVA yielded no 
significant difference between means in each of the five age 
categories. 
But comparing human resource utilization to age with 
the ANOVA did yield a significant difference between mean 
scores of respondents 30 to 39 years old and respondents 50 
to 59 years old. The results of this comparison may be 
found in Tables 16 and 17. 
The Baldrige criteria of quality assurance was compared 
to age using the ANOVA and resulted in no significant 
difference between any of the age groups. Comparing quality 
results with age groupings also yielded no significant 
difference between any groups. 
The last Baldrige criteria, customer satisfaction, to 
be compared with the ANOVA to age, did reveal a significant 
difference at the .05 level between means of respondents 
under 30 years and 30 to 39 years. These differences in the 
comparison of customer satisfaction to age can be found in 
Tables 16 and 17. 
Reward and Age. The reward index was compared to the 
age categories of respondents. The ANOVA yielded a 
significant difference (.05) between means of those 
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respondents 30 to 39 years old and 50 to 59 years old. 
Additionally, a significant difference between means was 
found when comparing respondents 30 to 39 year to those 60 
years and over. These comparisons can also be found in 
Tables 16 and 17. 
Table 16 
Age Means and Standard Deviations of significant Baldrige 
Criteria and Reward Index Scores 
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Standard 
Category N Mean Deviation 
Information and Analysis: 
Under 30 years 36 7.04 2.44 
30 to 39 years 71 8.13* 2.06 
40 to 49 years 81 7.41 1. 79 
50 to 59 years 29 6.62* 2.73 
60 and over 21 7.05 2.09 
Total 238 7.44 2.17 
Human Resource utilization: 
Under 30 years 36 7.49 1.34 
30 to 39 years 69 8.16* 1.38 
40 to 49 years 74 7.49 1.54 
50 to 59 years 27 7.13* 1.83 
60 and over 17 7.29 1.39 
Total 223 7.64 1.52 
f 
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customer satisfaction: 
Under 30 years 36 6.78* 1.50 
30 to 39 years 66 7.66* 1.29 
40 to 49 years 73 7.37 1.43 
50 to 59 years 25 6.89 1.94 
60 and over 16 6.88 1.28 
Total 216 7.27 1.48 
Reward: 
Under 30 years 34 7.83 1.44 
30 to 39 years 69 8.35* 1.44 
40 to 49 years 79 7.79 1.69 
50 to 59 years 27 7.06* 1. 75 
60 and over 22 6.99* 1.64 
Total 231 7.80 1.64 
Note. Likert-type scale used with -4 (Too Little) to +4 
(Too Much). *Denotes pair of categories significantly 
different at the • 05 level • 
• 
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Table 17 
Oneway Analysis of Significant Baldrige criteria and Reward 
Index by Age 
F F 
Source of Variance df MS Ratio Prob. 
Information and Analysis: 
Between groups 4 15.66 3.45 .01* 
within groups 233 4.54 
Human Resource utilization: 
BetWeen groups 4 7.48 3.37 .01* 
Within groups 222 2.22 
customer Satisfaction: 
Between groups 4 6.49 3.06 .02* 
within groups 211 2.12 
Reward: 
Between groups 4 12.62 5.02 .00* 
Within groups 233 2.51 
*F=(4,200+)=4.39, p<.05 
Baldrige criteria by Gender. Each of the seven indices 
for the Baldrige criteria were compared to gender. Because 
range tests cannot be performed with fewer than three 
groups, no Scheffe post hoc procedure followed the ANOVA in 
these comparisons. A significant difference (.05) was seen 
in each Baldrige Criteria/gender comparison. Female index 
I .. W I-
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scores were significantly higher (.05 level or above) than 
male scores in all seven Baldrige criteria areas. The 
gender means and standard deviations for the significantly 
differen~ Baldrige criteria indices can be found in Table 
18. ANOVA results can be found for each of the seven 
Baldrige criteria by gender in Table 19. 
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Table 17 
Gender Means and Standard Deviations of significant Baldrige 
criteria Indices Scores 
Standard 
Gender N Mean Deviation 
Leadership: 
Male 126 6.75 1.55 
Female 107 7.28 1.25 
Total 233 6.99 1.44 
:Information and Analysis: 
Male 127 7.03 2.29 
Female 112 7.88 1.97 
Total 239 7.43 2.18 
strategic Quality Planning: 
Male 125 7.16 1.92 
Female 107 8.01 1.81 
Total 232 7.55 1.92 
Human Resource Utilization: 
Male 121 7.31 1.50 
Female 103 8.02 1.46 
Total 224 7.63 1.52 
Quality Assurance of Products and Services: 
Male 121 6.92 1.65 
Female 107 7.83 1.54 
Total 228 7.35 1.66 
r 
Quality Results: 
Male 116 6.38 1.82 
Female 96 6.99 1.47 
Total 212 6.66 1.69 
customer Satisfaction: 
Male 119 6.93 1.53 
Female 97 7.70 1.31 
Total 216 7.27 1.48 
Note. Likert-type scale used with -4 (Too Little) to +4 
(Too Much). All subscales significant at the .05 level. 
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Table 19 
oneway Analysis of Significant Baldrige criteria Indices by 
Gender 
Source of Variance 
Leadership: 
Between groups 
Within groups 
Information and Analysis: 
Between groups 
Within groups 
strategic Quality Planning: 
Between groups 
within groups 
Human Resource Utilization: 
Between groups 
within groups 
F F 
df MS Ratio Prob. 
1 16.44 8.13 .01* 
231 2.02 
1 42.79 9.31 .00* 
237 4.60 
1 41.85 11.96 .00* 
230 3.50 
1 27.93 12.75 .00* 
230 3.50 
Quality Assurance of Products and services: 
Between groups 
within groups 
Quality Results: 
Between groups 
within groups 
1 47.26 18.50 .00* 
226 2.55 
1 19.04 6.81 .01* 
210 2.80 
1 
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customer satisfaction: 
Between groups 
within groups 
1 31.66 15.36 .00* 
214 2.06 
*Note: Significance level=.05 
Reward by Gender. After finding significant difference 
between each of the seven Baldrige Criteria areas and 
gender, an oneway analysis of variance was used to compare 
the reward index by gender. No significant difference was 
found between reward and gender response. 
Baldrige criteria by Years in Present position. Years 
in present position information was collected from 
respondents and collapsed into five categories: under a 
year; one to five years; six to ten years; 11 to 19 years; 
and 20 years and over. Each of the seven Baldrige criteria 
was compared to years in present position using the oneway 
analysis of variance and the Scheffe post hoc procedure. 
None of these comparisons yielded any significant difference 
between the seven Baldrige Criteria and years in position. 
Reward and Years in position. The final comparison 
using the oneway analysis of variance and the Scheffe 
procedure was between reward and years in position. This 
comparison revealed no significant difference between the 
reward index means and years in position categories. 
1 
70 
Summary 
This chapter has discussed findings related to the 
objectives of the study concerning quality assessment by 
personnel in non-academic service departments on one campus 
of a four campus midwestern university system. The five 
objectives focused on the relationship among demographic 
variables (position, size of department, gender, age and 
years in position) and importance, perception and difference 
placed on items related to quality assessment and reward. 
b 
Chapter V 
Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations 
Introduction 
This chapter describes the problem of the study, the 
methods and procedures followed, and a summary of the 
findings. Conclusions are drawn from the data and 
recommendations are discussed. 
The research problem in this study was to determine the 
perceptions, importance and resulting difference personnel 
in non-academic departments place on meeting the seven areas 
of the Baldrige Criteria and reward. 
The study used the Quality Opportunity Index (QUOIN) 
developed by the International Values Institute at Marian 
College of Fond du Lac, Wisconsin. The two-part QUOIN 
instrument was given to all non-academic service unit 
personnel in 29 departments on one campus of a multi-campus 
midwestern university system. Part One of the instrument 
elicited respondents' demographic information. Part Two 
consisted of 58 attitudinal items relating quality 
assessment and reward to perception and importance of 
occurrence. The perception of quality assessment and reward 
were measured using a nine-point Likert-type scale, -4 (Too 
Little) to +4 (Too Much). The importance of quality 
assessment and reward were measured using a nine-point 
Likert-type scale, 1 (Not Very) to 9 (Highly). The 
perception score was subtracted from the importance score to 
arrive at a difference score. The difference scores were 
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then collapsed to produce subs cales for each of the seven 
Baldrige criteria areas and reward. 
The 29 departments in the study were comprised of 308 
personnel. One potential respondent died during the first 
and second response period, therefore, the study was 
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considered to have 307 potential respondents. Of these, 250 
or 81.4% responded. 
The specific objectives of the study were to: 
1. Analyze responses. Data were analyzed initially 
to compare first and second survey responses. T-tests 
indicated no significant difference (.05) between first and 
second respondents. Additionally, the researcher was able 
to obtain position and gender information regarding non-
respondents through the cooperation of the institution's 
personnel department. This position and gender information 
was compared between respondents and non-respondents. The 
t-tests indicated no respondent/non-respondent bias in 
regard to either position and gender. 
2. Descriptively analyze the independent variables 
(position, size of department, gender, age and years in 
position) • 
3. Descriptively analyze the dependent variables. An 
item-by-item analysis was used to produce means, ranges and 
standard deviations. 
4. Analyze Baldrige criteria indices and the reward 
index. The items on the survey were combined to produce the 
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seven indices of the Baldrige criteria (leadership, 
information and, analysis, strategic quality planning, human 
resource utilization, quality assurance of services, quality 
results and customer satisfaction). The seven Baldrige 
criteria indices analysis was completed for the perception 
responses, the importance responses and the resulting 
difference. Reward index perception responses, importance 
responses and the result difference responses were analyzed. 
5. Analyze the Baldrige Criteria indices and reward 
index by the independent variables. The seven Baldrige 
criteria indices were analyzed by the independent variables 
(position, size of department, gender, age, and years in 
position) to determine differences in responses according to 
independent variables. 
All five of the objectives were completed. The 
analysis included descriptive statistics, t-tests, and 
analysis of variance. The 0.05 level of significance was 
employed throughout the study. 
Objectives and Conclusions 
After finding no significant difference between first 
and second respondents and first and second respondents and 
non-respondents, the study moved into descriptive analysis 
of independent variables. The analysis of the first 
independent variable, position, revealed the majority of 
respondents were functioning in the support staff role. 
These 29 departments were overseen by only eight 
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administrators and 70 respondents functioning in the 
managerial/professional roles. The independent variable 
analysis then turned to department size. Department size 
was predominantly small, with the majority of the 
respondents in departments composed of under 10 personnel. 
Analysis of the gender variable revealed respondent 
gender was fairly evenly split with 133 males and 117 
females. Analysis of age did not reveal as even a 
distribution as gender. The age of the respondents were 
heavily represented by "baby boomers" with 156 or 62.4% in 
age groups 30 to 39 and 40 to 49 years. The last analysis 
of independent variables found most respondents (107 or 
, 
42.8%) had served in their current position 1 to 5 years. 
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In part two of the instrument respondents reacted to 58 
attitudinal statements regarding their perception and 
importance of occurrence. Very little distance separated 
the highest rated perception item mean from the lowest rated 
item mean (3.12 points on a nine-point Likert-type scale). 
The item respondents perceived occurs "too little" is 
"training to respond to (their) customers' problems." They 
also perceived salary increases were too seldom related to 
their performance. Additionally, respondents perceived 
considerations for promotion were not often enough tied to 
their performance. 
Conversely, the item scoring the lowest perception 
score was "finding satisfaction in performing (their) jOb 
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well." The rating indicated that respondents felt they were 
satisfied with the degree to which they find satisfaction in 
performing their job well. The second lowest perception 
score was focused on the amount of training personnel 
receives. Even though respondents perceived too little 
training occurs to aid them in responding to their 
customers' problems, they felt the amount of training they 
were receiving was "about right." None of the response 
means to the perception items indicated respondents felt 
there was "too much" occurrence of anyone item. 
Analysis of the 58 items in part two of the instrument, 
according to importance, resulted in respondents identifying 
"finding satisfaction in performing (their) job well" as 
more important than any other instrument item. This finding 
is congruent with TQM philosophy; workers desire to perform 
their job well and, therefore, are interested in doing so in 
a quality manner (Deming, 1986). The second most important 
item was "the University cares about employees." Deemed 
least important of the 58 items but still scoring in the 
"fairly" important range, was "I am encouraged to 
participate in community activities." 
The 58 items from part two of the instrument produced 
both perception and importance scores. The importance score 
was subtracted from the perception score to yield a 
difference score. The difference scores are then ranked in 
descending order; those items with the highest scores have 
l 
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the greatest "opportunity" for improving the quality climate 
within an organization. The potential range of difference 
scores is 13 to -3. The item from the 58 items on the 
instrument receiving the highest difference score was 
"salary increases are related to my performance." Given the 
, 
current economic climate at this one campus of the four-
campus university system, it is understandable respondents 
would feel they are not being given salary increases that 
relate to performance. In many higher education 
institutions if salary increases are currently given, they 
are given as a percentage of current salary with no margin 
for merit increases to recognize and reward outstanding 
performance. 
The "boss keeping the (respondents) informed" was the 
second highest difference score. Personnel indicated they 
want to be partners in their work place by being informed. 
This "information" may have a two-fold purpose: to allow 
them to perform their job tasks more effectively and to 
determine if their department or position is in jeopardy due 
to budgetary constraints. 
The item receiving the lowest difference score and, 
thus deemed to have the least opportunity in improving the 
quality climate compared to the other 57 statements on the 
instrument, was "I need more training." Conversely, 
respondents rated "I have been trained to respond to 
customer's problems" in the top ten of importance items. 
I 
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This contradiction in regard to training indicates the 
training non-academic service department respondents are 
receiving is not the kind of training they need. They 
desire more training that is directly related to responding 
to customer's problems. 
Additionally, the use of hard numbers to measure 
quality service was second to the lowest difference score. 
The use of hard numbers, quality assessment, has been 
determined by TQM experts (Seymour & Collett, 1992) to be a 
critical component in the successful implementation of TQM 
in all systems. The disinterest by non-academic personnel 
in hard numbers or quality assessment may be linked, as was 
mentioned earlier, to their perception of academicians as 
another obstacle to deal with in accomplishing their tasks 
(Newton,1992). Therefore, if non-academic personnel view 
academicians as an obstacle they may not also value 
academician's outputs which would include research. 
Collecting hard numbers may be construed by non-academic 
personnel to be research and, thus, of little value. 
Difference scores were recomputed by collapsing them 
into the seven Baldrige criteria indices and a reward index. 
The Baldrige Criteria were then ranked in descending order 
by mean score to determine the criterion with the most 
opportunity for improvement of the quality climate. The 
Baldrige criteria index offering the most opportunity for 
improvement of the quality climate in these 29 departments 
I 
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was "human resource utilization." The human resource 
utilization index is a combination of seven items from the 
QUOIN instrument. The two highest means of those seven 
items in the index were "the university cares about 
employees" and "I have a good work environment." As Ouchi 
(1981) predicated, respondents indicated they require 
support and encouragement. Respondents are not finding 
adequate support and encouragement within their 
organization. 
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Human resource utilization was closely followed by the 
Baldrige Criterion strategic quality planning. The Baldrige 
criterion quality results was deemed to offer the least 
opportunity for improvement of the quality climate in these 
29 departments. Again, this lack of regard for quality 
results may be related to non-academic service personnel 
opinion of academicians and research. 
The reward index had an extremely high opportunity mean 
score. This was expected considering the dramatic budget 
cuts the institution in this study and others have sustained 
in recent years, waning public support of higher education 
and the resultant plunge of morale of non-academic and 
academic personnel (Lively & Mercer, 1993). 
The last analysis was a comparison of the seven 
Baldrige Criteria indices and the reward index to the 
independent variables of position, department size, age, 
gender and years in position of respondents. The first 
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comparison of the Baldrige criteria indices and the reward 
index to position (administrative; managerial/professional; 
and support staff) yielded no significant relationship. 
These findings were contrary to VIE theory (Pinder, 1984) 
which predicted that reward would differ significantly by 
position. This difference would have been expected due to 
the difference of education level associated with 
administrative, managerial and professional and support 
staff positions. 
Next the Baldrige Criteria indices and reward index 
were compared to department size and, again, no significant 
relationship was discovered. comparison of the Baldrige 
criteria indices and reward index to age did reveal 
relationships between some of the criteria and age. 
The information and analysis Baldrige Criteria index 
and age categories yielded a significant (.05) difference 
between respondents 30 to 39 years old and 50 to 59 years 
old. Those 30 to 39 years old had a significantly higher 
mean score, and thus saw more opportunity in improving the 
quality climate in the information and analysis area than 
respondents 50 to 59 years old. According to life-cycle 
phases theory (Chickering & Havighurst, 1981) respondents in 
the 30 to 39 year old group are searching for stability, 
looking to progress in their career, trying to obtain a 
crucial promotion, striving for success and/or considering a 
change in career paths. On the other hand, 50 to 59 year 
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olds are settling down, mellowing; they are capping their 
career and anticipating retirement. Additionally, this 
group has likely had much more experience in organizations 
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than the 30 to 39 year old group. The 30 to 39 year old 
group needs info~ation and analysis to aid them in their 
efforts to progress within the organization or determine if 
they must seek opportunities outside the organization. On 
the other hand, the 50 to 59 year olds are not concerned 
with making great strides within the organization or 
beginning another position outside the organization; they 
are turning inward, becoming more self-aware. The 
comparison of the Baldrige Criteria human resource 
utilization index and age also yielded a significant 
difference between those respondents 30 to 39 years and 50 
to 59 years. For much of the same reasons as mentioned in 
the difference between these two groups in their response to 
the information and analysis Baldrige Criteria, the 30 to 39 
year old group are more concerned with improvements related 
to the climate of the organization than those in the 50 to 
59 year old because they are more concerned with 
professional advancement. 
The comparison of the Baldrige criteria customer 
satisfaction to the age categories revealed respondents 
under 30 finding less opportunity for improving the quality 
climate in this area than respondents in the 30 to 39 year 
old age category. Again, life-cycle phases theory 
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(Chickering & Havighurst, 1981) assists in understanding 
this difference in response. Respondents under 30 are 
characterized by the theory as moving into the adult world. 
Many may be in the first full-time position of their career, 
marrying, establishing a home, parenting, becoming involved 
in their community and a host of other interactions. They 
have not yet focused on their position as a means of 
stabilizing their life as those in the 30 to 39 year age 
category. 
The comparison of the reward index to the age 
categories revealed respondents in the 30 to 39 years old 
group finding significantly more opportunity for improvement 
in reward than respondents in either the 50 to 59 years old 
and 60 and over groups. Life-phases cycle theory 
(Chickering & Havighurst, 1981) predicts respondents in the 
50 to 59 years old and 60 and over groups to be somewhat 
apathetic toward reward. These groups are characterized as 
having increased feelings of self-awareness and competence 
and greater comfort with themselves than those in the 30 to 
39 years old group, therefore, less driven by reward. The 
30 to 39 year old group are concerned with "making it" and 
in united states society "making it" is often equated with 
promotions and position. 
Next the Baldrige criteria indices and reward index 
were compared to gender using the analysis of variance. 
Females found significantly more opportunity for improvement 
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than males in all seven of the Baldrige criteria. The 
differences in socialization of women and men may account 
for these differences in responses. Women's socialization 
is characterized as one of nurturing relationships and 
developing cooperative solutions to problems, while men's 
socialization is characterized as individualistic and 
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developing highly competitive solutions to problems (Tannen, 
1990). contrasting these gender socialization differences 
with TQM, TQM's philosophy is more closely aligned with 
women's socialization than men's. TQM is a change from 
competitive to cooperative using win/win problem solving and 
team building. Even though all seven Baldrige criteria were 
significantly different by gender, no significant difference 
was found when comparing the reward indices by gender. 
The final independent variable to be compared to the 
Baldrige criteria indices and reward index was years in 
present position. No significant differences were found 
between years in present position and the Baldrige Criteria 
indices and the reward index. 
Recommendations 
1. The training that non-academic service personnel 
responding to this study have been receiving is not the 
training they feel they need. It is recommended that 
training be offered to these personnel that focuses on 
addressing customer problems. It is further recommended 
that a thorough training needs assessment be conducted in 
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all 29 departments to identify the training needs of 
personnel. 
2. It is important that administrators in the 29 non-
academic departments of this study educate personnel on the 
important role longitudinal quality assessment studies have 
on the short- and long-term improvement of the quality 
climate. 
3. Reward seems to be of concern throughout the study. 
In fact, it was the only dependent variable upon which males 
and females agreed. The difference between age group 
responses to the Baldrige criteria indices and reward index 
is of some concern. If non-academic personnel in the 30 to 
39 year old group do not find improvement in the 
opportunities they have identified, it is plausible they 
will seek employment outside of the higher education 
environment. Because the skills of these non-academic 
service personnel are easily transferrable to similar 
positions in business and industry, the 30 to 39 year old 
group may seek to establish themselves in a system that they 
perceive has more stability, more opportunity for promotion 
and a more professional career path. Budget cuts, lack of 
public support and declining morale in higher education may 
also be affecting academic personnel. And if that is the 
case, in time a major void in representation of this group 
in higher education may result. Therefore, it is 
recommended that this study be replicated in the academic 
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side of the same campus of this institution looking at 
tenured faculty, tenure-track faculty and non-tenure track 
faculty to determine if similar concerns exist in this age 
group. 
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4. Personnel in the 29 departments of this study 
responded that "human resource utilization" was the Baldrige 
criteria with the most opportunity for improvement to impact 
their quality climate. It is recommended the university 
begin their improvement process in these non-academic 
service departments by addressing the three top scoring 
individual items within the human resource utilization 
index. First, the university needs to demonstrate to non-
academic service employees it cares about them. Second, 
non-academic service employees want improvement in their 
work environment. Third, non-academic employees want their 
managers' to notice their achievement of quality goals. 
5. Gender differences related to significant 
difference in opportunity scores for the seven Baldrige 
criteria indices in this study should be carefully studied. 
Much benefit can come from understanding the styles of both 
genders since both have strengths that can benefit the 
adoption and adaption of TQM within a system. Therefore, it 
is recommended that if department quality teams are 
assembled in the 29 non-academic service departments in this 
study, men and women should be evenly represented on each 
team. 
I 
I 
ri 
85 
6. Permission to conduct this study in a post-
secondary institution was not easily obtained. Initial 
intentions to conduct the study with faculty in portions of 
a post-secondary institution had to be modified to studying 
non-academic personnel of a post-secondary institution. The 
nature of the study caused some concern about potential 
misuse of results by administrators at different levels 
within the institution. Therefore, it is recommended future 
researchers conducting studies involving quality assessment 
inform, advise and educate administrators about the positive 
impact quality assessment can have for departments in the 
preliminary stages of implementing TQM. 
7. Use of the QUOIN instrument in all past instances 
has never yielded a significant difference at the .05 level 
between male and female respondents to all of the Baldrige 
indices. Because the QUOIN instrument has been used widely 
in business and industry but has minimal exposure in post-
secondary settings, it is recommended that careful scrutiny 
be given to differences in responses by gender in future use 
of QUOIN in the post-secondary setting. 
8. Business and industry have the Malcolm Baldrige 
National Quality Award competition for organizations 
demonstrating model quality improvement, and government 
agencies now have the President's Award for Quality overseen 
by the Federal Quality Institute to recognize a major agency 
that has exhibited exemplary quality improvement (Federal 
Quality Institute, 1991). If the interest and application 
of quality management continues to increase in higher 
education, serious consideration should be given to 
developing a national quality improvement competition 
paralleling those available for business and industry, and 
major government agencies. 
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9. As higher education institutions move into TQM, 
many challenges exist. Those challenges include developing 
and executing quality assessments, determined by experts to 
be critical to the likelihood of success of implementing. 
Much like standardized instruments have helped in business 
and industry, higher education needs to find instruments 
that can be used on all campuses. Use of an instrument such 
as QUOIN will allow for the development of a higher 
education data base. This data base will permit the 
comparison of data of departments within and across 
institutions that have similar missions. 
10. It is imperative that directors and managers of 
non-academic service departments establish and maintain 
quality and reward assessment records. These assessments 
will not only work toward quality improvement and but also 
establish hard data to be used as a defense of services and 
programs in the face of budget cuts. Reliance upon hunches 
will be an ineffective defense in fending off budget cuts; 
hard data will be a far more effective defense. 
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11. As many administrators of higher education discuss 
the possibility of applying TQM principles to higher 
education, some pioneers are moving beyond discussion to 
implementation. This study has focused on the use of a 
quality assessment tool that can serve to aid those 
pioneers. 
12. Much of the current literature regarding 
implementation of TQM in higher education deals with the 
plausibility of applying a business and industry management 
philosophy to the post-secondary culture. Some literature 
focuses on case studies of institutions pioneering in TQM. 
What has been lacking is a discussion or "show and tell" of 
tools that can be used "off the shelf" to assist in 
effectively and smoothly implementing TQM. The tool this 
study has used is based upon the Baldrige criteria, criteria 
whose origin is in Deming's 14 point philosophy. This study 
is the largest application, to date, of a quality assessment 
based upon the Baldrige criteria in higher education. 
Therefore, it furthers the discussion regarding TQM in 
higher education beyond plausibility and case studies, to 
the actual collection, discussion, and implications of 
benchmarking data regarding quality assessment. 
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QUOIN Instrument 
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QUOJ:N J:NSTRUHENT 
The Quality opportunity Index is an organizational survey on 
which people estimate their own organizational performance 
and then indicate the importance they attach to that 
performance. 
First, please indicate four bits of demographic information 
on the left side of the answer sheet: 
1. In the block labeled DIV indicate your position as: 
Administrative (A Line) 
Managerial/Professional (B Line) 
Support Staff (C Line) 
0001 
0002 
0003 
2. In the block labeled AGE indicate your present age. 
3. In the block labeled SEX, indicate male or female. 
4. In the block labeled LOS, indicate the number of years 
in your present position. 
Then respond to each item on the survey, first as to whether 
your organization does Too Little (-4), Too Much (+4) or 
About Right (0) on the item in the test booklet. Remember 0 
is "About Right ... 
Then tell us how important you think that issue is on a 
scale of 1 (unimportant) to 9 (very important). 
There are fifty-eight items only, so do not expect to have 
to fill the answer sheet! 
Your responses will be processed by the International Values 
Institute at Marian College of Fond du Lac, Wisconsin. 
, 
1. r have been trained to respond to my customers' 
problems. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
95 
2. Top administration is committed to quality service and 
products. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very Fairly 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
3. We analyze data to improve quality of service. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
4. customers' complaints result in improved processes. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
5. r know what our service standards are. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
96 
6. We compare our quality trends with leading 
institutions. 
p. Too Little About Right Too Much 
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 
How important is this? 
i. Not Very Fairly Highly 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
7. My department has long range (2+ :years) goals to 
improve customer service. 
p. Too Little About Right Too Much 
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 
How important is this? 
i. Not Very Fairly Highly 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
8. I make and implement quality improvement suggestions. 
p. Too Little About Right Too Much 
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 
How important is this? 
i. Not Very Fairly Highly 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
9. lam activel:y engaged with co-workers to improve 
overall customer satisfaction. 
p. Too Little About Right Too Much 
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 
How important is this? 
i. Not Very Fairly Highly 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
10. We review our quality measurements frequentl:y. 
p. Too Little About Right Too Much 
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 
How important is this? 
i. Not Very Fairly Highly 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
b 
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11. We know quality trends for all our products and 
services. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
12. My boss keeps me informed. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
13. All members of my department are actively engaged in 
joint problem solving. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
14. Our systems and processes are being constantly 
improved. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
15. I know that I am valuable to the University. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
97 
I , 
16. Salary increases are related to my performance. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
98 
17. Our customer satisfaction has improved measurably over 
the past three years. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
18. I cooperate with other departments to meet quality 
service goals. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
19. systems for measuring quality service are constantly 
reviewed and improved. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
1 
20. Z have adequate authority to bend rules to satisfy ay 
customers. 
p. Too Little About Right Too Much 
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 
How important is this? 
i. Not Very Fairly Highly 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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21. "Quality service" is part of my RI:t:t:o;rmance evaluation. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
How important 
Not Very 
1 2 3 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
is this? 
Fairly 
4 5 6 
There is a measured relationship 
satisfaction and profit. 
p. Too Little About Right 
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
i. Not Very Fairly 
7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
between customer 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
The quality of our in-house sURRort services is 
constantly measured. 
p. Too Little About Right 
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
i. Not Very Fairly 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Z find satisfaction in Rerfo;rming 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
my job well. 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
r.·
··
y 
. 
,: 
I: 
I 
I 
I 
J 
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25. Consideration for promotion are tied to my 
performance. 
p. 
1. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
1 2 3 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
26. X have a good work environment. 
p. 
1. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very Fairly 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
27. Quality audits or reviews are held regularly. 
p. 
1. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
28. X am encouraged to participate in community activities. 
p. 
1. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
29. Quality assessment findings are used to improve our 
daily performance. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
i 
I 
I 
1 
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30. After successfully completinq a challenqinq task, I 
feel a sense of satisfaction. 
p. 
1. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
31. Information documents and manuals are readily available 
for reference. 
p. 
1. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Riqht 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
32. We constantly seek to improve our quality service. 
p. 
1. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
. How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
33. I find members of other departments cooperate 
willingly. 
p. 
1. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 
34. I need more training. 
p. 
1. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 
7 
7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
r······ 
..
.. ,
" 
.' 
1 
102 
35. We compare our quality service with local competitors. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
36. I know what the quality trends are in my department. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
37. We use hard numbers to measure quality service. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
38. We check our quality results through independent 
surveys. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
39. I am held accountable for my quality and service goals. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
I 
1 
40. Concerns for quality of service affect my daily work 
activities. 
41. 
p. Too Little About Right Too Much 
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
1. Not Very Fairly 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
r know the university's quality 
p. 
1. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
7 8 9 
goals. 
7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
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42. We respond as well to our internal customers as to our 
external customers. 
p. 
1. 
43. ram 
p. 
1. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
How important 
Not Very 
1 2 3 4 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
is this? 
Fairly 
5 6 7 
expected to continually learn 
Too Little About Right 
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
and improve. 
Too Much 
+2 +3 
Highly 
8 9 
+4 
44. All members of my department participate in planning 
for quality. 
p. 
1. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
I 
I 
i 
1 
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45. r am treated by my co-workers with dignity and respect. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very Fairly 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
46. My department can show its contribution to the 
University's success. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not very 
1 2 3 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
47. We see trends in customer satisfaction. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very Fairly 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
48. Our training to improve quality is being improved. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How .important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
49. Managers notice when we meet our quality goals. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very Fairly 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
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50. There is written documentation of customers' wants and 
needs. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very Fairly 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
51. It is easy for my customers to get questions answered. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very Fairly 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
52. Service standards for my department are regularly 
reviewed. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very Fairly 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
53. I know what my customers want. 
54. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very Fairly 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
We plan for quality improvement. 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
123 
Fairly 
4 5 6 
7 
7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
55. 
56. 
57. 
ram treated by my manager with dignity and respect. 
p. Too Little About Right Too Much 
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 
How important is this? 
i. Not very Fairly Highly 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
The University cares about employees. 
p. Too Little About Right 
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
i. Not Very Fairly 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
r know the key indicators of my job 
p. 
i. 
Too Little 
-4 -3 -2 
About Right 
-1 0 +1 
How important is this? 
Not Very 
1 2 3 
Fairly 
4 5 6 7 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
performance. 
Too Much 
+2 +3 +4 
Highly 
8 9 
58. We know how our customer satisfaction compares with 
other schools. 
p. Too Little About Right Too Much 
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 
How important is this? 
i. Not Very Fairly Highly 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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Memo of Understanding 
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INTERNATIONAL VALUES INSTITUTE 
MARIAN ... ~ 50U'" NATUm.U A1'f.NUt • 'UNO ,ttl t ... r:, • ..., M'.'5·""'" • tfUt~11.Jflf(t • 'A' ' .. 41 !l1I.'11, 
--.-_. 
COLltc,r; 
October 12. 1992 
SubJecl: Mflmo ot Undel1landlng 
To: Ms Susan Fritz 
Thelnlflmotlonal Values 1nsI»u1e ot Morlan College agreflS to ass"t Ms SUsan FrHz 
In academic research using the QUOIN~ organlzotlonal survey on one campus 
ot the Unlvel1lty or Nebraska syslem. This will be ot no charge. 
The QUOIN used wI1I be Indexed to the Malcolm Baldrige Notional Quality 
Aword c,"erlo. tt mission values ore oIso desirable. a copy ot the campus' mls-
,Ion or p\JTPOSe stotement needs to be furnished IVI. 
IVI wfn furnish a master copy ot the survey for local reproducllon and surflctent 
opscan anlWer mflets for the number ot respondents. After completion ot the 
surveY'. IVI will process the dota and provide numerical ond graphical dolo wHh 
descriptionS of flach secl/on. 
Analysis and Wllllen report to the campus administration wf11 be donfl by Ms Frllz 
wHh tfllephonlc assistance as required. 
Dolo relolned by M wlU be entered Inlo Ihe data bOle non-oltributlvely 01 a 
midwestern Itole supported INlHution. IVI win not use the doto for any publica-
tion. will not Identtfy the InstHul/on or use the doto In any manner other than to 
expand the doto bOle tor QUOIN organizational 8UlVeylin educallon. 
There wfD be no irovellnvolved by any parties. postage ond telephone expenses 
wftl b9 borne by the parties 1n»latlng the conlocl. There II no agreement for any 
follow on WOII< by ellher parly. 
Ms Frttz agrees thal.he wfll nol use the QUOIN survey material tor other than her 
research on one campus. Further she will not dIsclose to others parties any pro- . 
prtolory informatIon regardIng QUOIN. HI structure or scorlna alaor1lhm wfthOut 
the express content of IVI. . 
For IVI: 
<;J-
/dJ4.dt~ 
WIlHam It ZJerd! In 
Director. Corp ConsultIng 
~ 
Susan frltl 
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Appendix C 
First Mailing Cover Letter 
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February 3, 1993 
Dear Employee: 
We in the area are using the 
Quality opportunity Index organizational survey to determine 
how well we think we are doing in providing quality service 
to our customers. 
Some of the questions are aimed directly at our own 
perception of our service, some at our key values or 
operating principles, and some at the general organizational 
climate--how good a place this is to work. Please give 
these items some thought and give us your personal response. 
A lot is riding on the clarity of your perception and 
honesty of your response. 
Susan Fritz, a Doctoral Candidate, will be managing and 
interpreting the data from the survey for our area. The 
data will also be used as a portion of her dissertation 
study. Her managing of the project will insure all of your 
responses will be anonymous and shared with others only as 
grouped data; no reports will be made of individual 
responses. We will be sharing the results of the study with 
our employees. 
Please take fifteen minutes to complete the study and 
return it in the same envelope you received it. Please 
place the enclosed label (addressed: Susan Fritz, 300 Ag 
Hall, EC 0711) on the exterior of the envelope and drop it 
in campus mail by February 15, 1993. 
If you have any questions about the survey, please 
contact Susan Fritz at 472-2807. Your input is very 
valuable in determining how well we feel we are doing in 
providing our customers quality service. We appreciate your 
time and thought given to this project. 
xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
Director 
Enclosure 
(This letter was printed on the institution's stationery.) 
or 
! 
I 
I 
, 
, 
I 
I 
I 
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Appendix 0 
Second Mailing Cover Letter 
I 
I 
I 
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February 17, 1993 
Dear Employee: 
The Director of the area has written you 
previously asking for your response to the Quality 
Opportunity Index organizational survey. The survey will be 
used to determine how well the area is doing 
in providing quality service to its customers. 
I am managing and interpreting the data from the survey 
for your area. The data will also be used as a portion of 
my dissertation study. My managing of the project insures 
that all of your responses will be anonymous and shared with 
others only as grouped data; no reports will be made of 
individual responses. (You will note each survey has an 
identification number, this is simply to determine who has 
responded and is not for any other purpose.) 
Please take fifteen minutes to complete the study and 
return it in the same envelope in which you received it. 
Please place the enclosed label (addressed: Susan Fritz, 
300 Ag Hall, EC 0711) on the exterior of the envelope and 
drop it in campus mail by March 1, 1993. If you have any 
questions about the survey, contact me at 472-2809. 
If you have already completed the survey, thank you for 
your cooperation. Your input is very valuable in 
determining how well the area feels it is doing 
in providing customers quality service. I appreciate your 
time and thought given to this project. 
Sincerely, 
Susan Fritz 
Doctoral Candidate 
Enclosures 
(This letter was printed on the institution's stationery.) 
\ 
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·
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Appendix E 
Matrix of Variables, Research Questions, Survey 
Items and Type of Scales Used 
-
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Figure 1. Matrix of Variables, Research Questions, Survey 
Items and Type of Scales Used. 
Variable in 
the Study 
Perception 
of Baldrige 
Criteria 
and Reward 
Occurrence-
- Dependent 
Variable 
Research 
Question 
What are 
personnel 
perceptions 
for each of 
the seven 
Baldrige 
criteria 
and reward? 
Baldrige 
criteria 
and Reward 
survey Item 
Leadership-
-2, 18, 39, 
40, 41; 
Information 
and 
Analysis--
3, 19; 
strategic 
Quality 
Planning--
7, 44, 54; 
Human 
Resource 
utilization 
--8, 21, 
23, 26, 43, 
48, 49, 56; 
Quality 
Assurance--
10, 14, 23, 
27, 29, 31 
32; Quality 
Results--6, 
11, 35, 36, 
37, 38, 57; 
Customer 
Satis-
faction--1, 
4, 5, 17, 
42, 47, 50, 
51, 52, 53, 
58; Reward-
-16, 24, 25 
and 30. 
Scale Used 
Likert 
Rating---
perception-
-(-)4 to 
+4-Too 
Little to 
Too Much; 1 
to 9--
Importance-
-Not Very 
to Highly. 
-
116 
Importance How much same as Likert 
of Baldrige importance above cell rating. 
criteria do 
and Reward personnel 
Occurrence- place on 
-Dependent each of the 
Variable seven 
Baldrige 
criteria 
and reward? 
Resulting What is the same as Likert 
Difference difference above cell rating. 
of between 
Occurrence- personnel 
-Dependent perceptions 
Variable and 
importance 
for each of 
the seven 
Baldrige 
criteria? 
Demographic What is the position-- Nominal, 
--
relation- DIV; Size Ordinal, 
Independent ship of Interval. 
Variables between Department; 
position, Gender--
size of SEX; Age--
department, AGE; and 
gender, Years in 
age, years position--
in position LOS. 
and 
perceptions 
importance 
and 
difference 
for each of 
the seven 
Baldrige 
criteria 
and reward? 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
Appendix F 
Comparison of First and Second Responses 
by Attitudinal Items 
-
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'\ 
Table 3 
Comparison of First and Second Res20nses b~ Attitudinal Item 
Response Perce2tion Im20rtance 
Item Group N Mean SO T-Prob. N Mean SO T-Prob. 
I have been trained to respond First 199 -.26 1.57 .34 197 7.45 1.89 .16 
to my customers problems. Second 51 -.18 1.40 48 7.67 1.59 
Top administration is committed First 198 -.31 1.64 .42 196 7.76 1.42 .17 
to quality service and products. Second 51 -.22 1.49 50 7.46 1.64 
We analyze data to improve quality First 198 -.56 1.67 .51 196 6.88 1.83 .52 
of service. Second 51 -.55 1.54 50 6.58 1.96 
Customers' complaints result First 198 -.11 1.46 .38 195 7.16 1.69 .29 
in improved processes. Second 50 -.26 1.61 49 7.16 1.49 
I know what our service standards First 198 .01 1.42 .23 196 7.45 1.49 .70 
are. Second 50 .14 1.23 50 7.20 1.55 
We compare our quality trends First 193 -.44 1.78 .81 190 6.11 1.89 .27 
with leading institutions. Second 49 -.41 1.72 48 5.90 1.65 
My department has long range (2+ First 194 -.70 1.72 .33 194 6.83 1.68 .12 
years) goals to improve customer Second 49 -.43 1.53 49 6.37 1.99 
service. 
I make and implement quality First 195 -.08 1.43 .29 193 6.82 1.81 .22 
improvement suggestions. Second 50 -.46 1.61 50 6.24 2.06 
\ 
._------------- ---- ------------ --- ------
------------_._----------_. 
,'~ 
-'''~ 
\ 
I am actively engaged with First 197 -.02 1.44 .93 195 7.06 1.58 .14 
co-workers to improve overall Second 51 -.02 1.45 51 7.08 1.84 
customer satisfaction. 
We review our quality First 196 -.99 1.74 .49 194 6.70 1.55 .56 
measurements frequently. Second 50 -.84 1.60 50 6.46 1.64 
We kn~ quality trends for all First 192 -.59 1.55 .99 190 6.31 1.80 .21 
our products and services. Second 49 -.59 1. 35 49 6.41 1.54 
My boss keeps me informed. First 199 -1.10 1.86 .99 197 7.65 1.50 .07 
Second 51 -.71 1.85 51 7.53 1.82 
All members of my department are First 198 -1. 37 1.77 .44 196 7.05 1. 66 .27 
actively engaged in joint problem Second 51 -1.14 1. 61 51 6.75 1.87 
solving. 
Our systems and processes are First 197 -.49 1.53 .26 195 7.14 1.54 .75 being constantly improved. Second 51 -.51 1.73 51 6.84 1.59 
I know that I am valuable to the First 198 -.38 1.76 .44 196 7.16 1.83 .10 
University. Second 50 -.06 1.60 50 7.20 1.50 
Salary increases are related to First 198 -1. 56 1.77 .63 196 7.53 1.54 .20 
my performance. Second 49 -1.51 1.86 49 7.12 1.76 
Our customer satisfaction has First 193 .09 1.49 .38 191 7.40 1.64 .61 
improved measurably over the past Second 49 -.14 1.65 49 7.14 1.73 
three years. 
I cooperate with other departments First 194 .48 1.26 .65 192 7.20 1.63 .81 
to meet quality service goals. Second 51 .57 1.19 51 6.86 1.66 
Systems for measuring quality First 195 -.92 1.56 .52 192 6.63 1.66 .91 
service are constantly reviewed Second 49 -1. 00 1.67 48 6.17 1.67 
and improved. 
." .. _---.-.-._-- ._- ------ --_. __ ._---_. .-.-----.. ~ 
\. 
I have adequate authority to bend First 193 -.55 1.58 .30 190 6.17 1.93 .89 
rules to satisfy my customers. Second 49 -.69 1.77 49 5.88 1.89 
"Quality service" is part of my First 195 -.27 1.61 .86 192 6.91 1.66 .28 
performance evaluation. Second 49 .33 1.57 49 6.88 1.87 
There is a measured relationship First 188 -.23 1.49 .29 187 5.96 2.15 .55 
betwees customer satisfaction Second 47 -.38 1.68 48 6.13 2.28 
and profit. 
The quality of our in-house First 192 -.79 1.55 .95 190 6.59 1.71 .81 
support services is constantly Second 47 -.80 1.60 47 6.04 1.74 
measured. 
I find satisfaction in First 198 1.10 1.52 .82 195 8.22 1.14 .34 
performing my job well. Second 50 .90 1.47 50 7.74 1.26 
Considerations for promotion First 195 -1.36 1.93 .90 195 7.32 1.77 .04 
are tied to my performance. Second 49 -.69 1.90 48 6.56 2.21 
I have a good work environment. First 199 -.58 1.69 .18 196 7.65 1.36 .42 
Second 50 -.64 1.95 51 7.69 1.48 
Quality audits or reviews are First 194 -.97 1.71 .12 191 6.47 1.66 .41 
held regularly. Second 48 -.85 1.41 47 6.13 1.81 
I am encouraged to participate First 196 -1.17 1.89 .93 192 5.26 2.06 .74 
in community activities. Second 49 -1.20 1.80 47 5.15 1.89 
Quality assessment findings are First 194 -.98 1.54 .94 192 5.96 1.73 .32 
used to improve our daily Second 46 -.80 1.54 45 5.67 2.02 
performance. 
After successfully completing a First 198 .86 1.43 .61 194 7.63 1.46 .50 
challenging task, I feel a sense Second 51 .78 1.51 49 7.10 1.57 
of satisfaction. 
--_ .. _- ---------_. __ . ---------_. __ ._-------_._._-----------
.. '~.' .. '~"'~~ 
\ 
Information documents and manuals First 198 -.21 1.50 .77 196 6.88 1. 70 .66 are readily available for Second 50 -.40 1.54 49 6.65 1.60 
reference. 
We constantly seek to improve First 198 -.02 1.53 .16 196 7.30 1.53 .20 
our quality service. Second 51 .25 1.78 51 7.16 1. 75 
..... 
I find members of other depart- First 198 -.38 1.40 .42 196 7.11 1.49 .69 
ments cooperate willing. Second 51 -.20 1.51 51 7.06 1.42 
I need more training. First 188 -.36 1.53 .66 185 6.12 1.93 .89 Second 49 -.25 1.73 48 5.65 1.95 
We compare our quality service First 188 -.36 1.53 .25 185 6.12 1.93 .89 
with local competitors. Second 49 -.25 1. 73 48 5.65 1.95 
I know what the quality trends First 195 -.28 1.49 .04 193 6.47 1.71 .54 
are in my department. Second 48 .10 1.04 48 6.31 1.82 
We use hard numbers to measure First 188 -.65 1.61 .71 186 5.45 2.07 .24 quality service. Second 49 -.73 1.69 47 5.26 1. 79 
We check our quality results First 187 -1.11 1.67 .84 186 5.34 2.14 .23 through independent surveys. Second 44 -1.36 1.70 43 5.09 2.46 
I am held accountable for my First 192 .30 1.34 .33 190 6.81 1.67 .37 quality service goals. Second 49 .80 1.19 48 6.94 1.49 
Concerns for quality of service First 194 .34 1.32 .02 192 6.83 1.68 .48 
affect my daily work activities. Second 49 .41 1.72 47 6.40 1.81 
I know the University's quality First 193 -.73 1.68 .22 192 6.71 1. 61 .33 goals. Second 50 -.56 1.45 48 6.46 1.43 
------------
--'-- ---------'--------,--- - -'~ ---,--;,"~
\ 
We respond as well to our First 188 .25 1.17 .06 187 6.81 1.80 .88 internal customers as to our Second 49 -.14 1.43 48 6.54 1.82 
external customers. 
I am expected to continually First 195 .05 1.37 .16 194 7.32 1.47 .22 learn and improve. Second 50 .18 1.59 49 7.06 1.68 
All members of my department First 194 -1.26 1. 72 .75 192 6.71 1.79 .34 participate in planning for Second 50 -.86 1.77 48 6.69 1.59 quality 
I am treated by my co-workers First 198 -.16 1.50 .02 196 7.38 1.53 .41 
with dignity and respect. Second 50 .02 1.93 49 7.57 1.38 
My department can show its First 197 .39 1. 30 .84 194 7.37 1.56 .11 
contribution to the Second 49 1.00 1. 32 47 7.45 1.47 University's success. 
We see trends in customer First 191 -.03 1. 27 .10 189 6.68 1.75 .46 
satisfaction. Second 48 -.03 1.52 46 6.20 1.89 
Our training to improve quality First 192 -.53 1.60 .84 191 6.92 1.60 .60 is being improved. Second 48 -.46 1.56 45 6.44 1.68 
Managers notice when we meet our First 192 -1.18 1.62 .50 190 7.10 1.65 .59 quality qoals. Second 48 -.71 1.74 47 7.06 1.54 
There is written documentation First 192 -.99 1.48 .11 192 6.39 1.88 .61 
of customers' wants and needs. Second 44 -.57 1.77 44 6.64 1.99 
It is easy for my customers to First 196 -.01 1.22 .02 194 7.40 1.57 .88 
qet questions answered. Second 48 -.08 1.70 48 7.29 1.53 
Service standards for my depart- First 195 -.57 1.63 .96 193 6.67 1.74 .61 
ment are regularly reviewed. Second 47 -.57 1.61 47 6.31 1.83 
--------
---='.!II 
---""'ec_~ 
\-
I know what my customers want. First 194 .25 1.28 .12 190 7.40 1.60 .21 Second 48 .56 1.52 48 7.54 1.37 
We plan for quality improvement. First 194 -.36 1.56 .98 192 7.02 1.50 .48 Second 49 -.25 1.55 49 6.80 1. 62 \ 
I am treated by my manager with First 197 -.39 1.74 .63 195 7.82 1.30 .03 dignity and respect. Second 48 -.40 1.83 48 7.58 1.77 
The University cares about First 197 -.78 1.54 .27 195 7.81 1.46 .65 
employees. Second 48 -.85 1.74 46 7.67 1.54 
I know the key indicators of my First 198 -.03 1.49 .74 194 7.39 1.44 .10 job performance. Second 48 .13 1.42 46 7.00 1.58 
We know how our customer sat is- First 194 -1.14 1.82 .70 190 6.25 1.98 .16 faction compares with other Second 46 -1.04 1.73 45 5.82 2.31 
schools 
Note: Significance level=.Ol 
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Table 4 
Comparison of Respondents and Non-Respondents by Gender and 
Position 
I 
I Variable N Mean SO T-Prob. 
I 
I Gender: 
I Respondents 250 1.47 .50 .98 
Non-Respondents 57 1.46 .50 
position: 
Respondents 250 2.66 .54 .67 
Non-Respondents 57 2.82 .38 
Appendix H 
Perception Means and Standard 
Deviations of Survey Items 
Table 20 
Perception Means and Standard Deviations of Items 
Item 
I have been trained to respond to my 
customer's problems. 
Salary increases are related to my 
performance. 
Considerations for promotion are tied 
to my performance. 
All members of my department 
participate in planning for quality. 
I am encouraged to participate in 
community activities. 
We check our quality results through 
independent surveys. 
We know how our customer satisfaction 
compares with others schools. 
Managers notice when we meet our 
quality goals. 
My boss keeps me informed. 
We review our quality measurements 
frequently. 
Quality audits or reviews are held 
regularly. 
Quality assessment findings are used 
to improve our daily performance. 
systems for measuring quality service 
are constantly reviewed and improved. 
There is written documentation of 
customers' wants and needs. 
The quality of our in-house support 
services is constantly measured. 
Item 
No. Mean 
1 -2.40 
16 -1.55 
25 -1.23 
44 -1.18 
28 -1.18 
38 -1.16 
58 -1.13 
49 -1.09 
12 -1. 02 
10 - .96 
27 - .95 
29 - .95 
19 - .94 
50 - .91 
23 - .80 
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SO 
1. 53 
1. 79 
1.94 
1. 73 
1.87 
1.68 
1.80 
1.65 
1.86 
1.71 
1.66 
1.54 
1.58 
1.54 
1.57 
The University cares about employees. 
We use hard numbers to measure 
quality service. 
I know the university's quality 
goals. 
My department has long range (2+ 
years goals to improve customer 
service. 
We know quality trends for all our 
~oducts and services. 
I have a good work environment. 
I have adequate authority to bend 
rules to satisfy my customers. 
Service standards for my department 
are regularly reviewed. 
We analyze data to improve quality of 
service. 
Our training to improve quality is 
being improved. 
Our systems and processes are being 
constantly improved. 
We compare our quality trends with 
leading institutions. 
I am treated by my manager with 
dignity and respect. 
I find members of other departments 
cooperate willingly. 
We plan for quality improvement. 
We compare our quality service with 
local competitors. 
I know that I am valuable to the 
University. 
Top administration is committed to 
quality service and products. 
128 
56 - .79 1.58 
37 - .72 1.68 
41 - .70 1.63 
7 -.64 1.69 
11 - .59 1.51 
26 - .59 1.74 
20 - .58 1.62 
52 -.57 1.62 
3 - .56 1.64 
48 - .52 1.59 
14 - .49 1.57 
6 - .43 1.76 
55 - .39 1.76 
33 - .34 1.43 
54 - .34 1.56 
35 - .33 1.57 
15 - .32 1.73 
2 - .29 1.61 
There is a measured relationship 
between customer satisfaction and 
profit. 
Information documents and manuals are 
readily available for reference. 
I know what the quality trends are in 
my department. 
I make and implement quality 
improvement suggestions • 
.... 
"Quality service" is part of my 
performance evaluation. 
Customers' complaints result in 
improved processes. 
All members of my department are 
actively engaged in joint problem 
solving. 
I am treated by my co-workers with 
dignity and respect. 
We see trends in customer 
satisfaction. 
I am actively engaged with co-workers 
to improve overall customer 
satisfaction. 
It is easy for my customers to get 
questions answered. 
I know the key indicators of my job 
performance. 
I know what our service standards 
are. 
Our customer satisfaction has 
improved measurably over the past 
three years. 
We constantly seek to improve our 
quality service. 
I am expected to continually learn 
and improve. 
l.29 
22 - .26 1.53 
3l. - .25 1.50 
36 - .2l. 1.42 
8 -. l.5 1.48 
2l. - .l.5 1.62 
4 - .l.4 1. 49 
l.3 -. l.3 1. 74 
45 - .l.2 1.59 
47 -.08 1.32 
9 - .07 1.44 
5l. - .03 1.33 
57 .00 1.47 
5 .03 1.39 
l.7 .04 1.52 
32 .04 1.59 
43 .08 1.41 
We respond as well to our internal 
customers as to our external 
customers. 
I know what my customers want. 
Concerns for quality of service 
affect my daily work activities. 
I am held accountable for my quality 
and service goals. 
I coop)rate with other departments to 
meet quality service goals. 
My department can show its 
contribution to the University's 
success. 
After successfully completing a 
challenging task, I feel a sense of 
satisfaction. 
I need more training. 
I find satisfaction in performing my job well. 
42 
53 
40 
39 
18 
46 
30 
34 
24 
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.17 1.23 
.31 1. 33 
.35 1.41 
.40 1.33 
.50 1.24 
.51 1.32 
.84 1.44 
.94 1.71 
1.06 1.51 
Note. Likert-type scale used with -4 (Too Little) to +4 
(Too Much). 
" 
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Table 21 
Importance Means and standard Deviations of Items 
Item 
\ 
I find satisfaction in performing my 
job well. 
The university cares about employees. 
I am treated by my manager with 
dignity and respect. 
Top administration is committed to 
quality service and products. 
I have a good work environment. 
My boss keeps me informed. 
After successfully completing a 
challenging task, I feel a sense of 
satisfaction. 
I have been trained to respond to my 
customer's problems. 
Salary increases are related to my 
performance. 
I am treated by my co-workers with 
dignity and respect. 
I know what my customers want. 
I know what our service standards 
are. 
My department can show its 
contribution to the University's 
success. 
It is easy for my customers to get 
questions answered. 
Our customer satisfaction has 
improved measurably over the past 
three years. 
Item 
No. Mean 
24 8.12 
56 7.78 
55 7.77 
2 7.70 
26 7.66 
12 7.63 
30 7.52 
1 7.49 
16 7.45 
45 7.42 
53 7.42 
5 7.40 
46 7.38 
51 7.38 
17 7.35 
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SD 
1.18 
1.48 
1.48 
1.47 
1.38 
1.57 
1.50 
1.84 
1.59 
1.50 
1.55 
1.51 
1.54 
1.56 
1.66 
1 
I know the key indicators of my job 
performance. 
We constantly seek to improve our 
quality service. 
I am exPected to continually learn 
and improve. 
Considerations for promotion are tied 
to my performance. 
I know that I am valuable to the 
University. 
Customers' complaints result in 
improved processes. 
I cooperate with other departments to 
meet quality service goals. 
I find members of other departments 
cooperate willingly. 
Managers notice when we meet our 
quality goals. 
Our systems and processes are being 
constantly improved. 
I am actively engaged with co-workers 
to improve overall customer 
satisfaction. 
All members of my department are 
actively engaged in joint problem 
solving. 
We plan for quality improvement. 
"Quality service" is part of my 
performance evaluation. 
I need more training. 
Our training to improve quality is 
being improved. 
Information documents and manuals are 
readily available for reference. 
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57 7.31 1.47 
32 7.27 1.57 
43 7.27 1.51 
25 7.17 1.88 
15 7.17 1. 77 
4 7.14 1.65 
18 7.13 1.64 
33 7.10 1.48 
49 7.09 1.63 
14 7.08 1.56 
9 7.06 1.63 
13 6.98 1. 70 
54 6.98 1.53 
21 6.90 1. 70 
34 6.87 1. 72 
48 6.86 1.61 
31 6.84 1.68 
I am held accountable for my quality 
and service goals. 
We a~a~yze data to improve quality of 
serv~ee. 
We respond as well to our internal 
customers as to our external 
customers. 
Concerns for quality of service 
affect my daily work activities. 
My department has long range (2+ 
years goals to improve customer 
service. 
I make and implement quality 
improvement suggestions. 
All members of my department 
participate in planning for quality. 
I know the University's quality 
goals. 
We review our quality measurements 
frequently. 
Service standards for my department 
are regularly reviewed. 
We see trends in customer 
satisfaction. 
systems for measuring quality service 
are constantly reviewed and improved. 
The quality of our in-house support 
services is constantly measured. 
I know what the quality trends are in 
my department. 
There is written documentation of 
customers' wants and needs. 
Quality audits or reviews are held 
regularly. 
We know quality trends for all our 
products and services. 
39 
3 
42 
40 
7 
8 
44 
41 
10 
52 
47 
19 
23 
36 
50 
27 
11 
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6.83 1.64 
6.82 1.86 
6.76 1.80 
6.75 1. 71 
6.74 1. 76 
6.70 1.87 
6.70 1.75 
6.66 1.58 
6.65 1.57 
6.60 1. 76 
6.58 1. 78 
6.53 1.66 
6.48 1.72 
6.44 1. 73 
6.44 1.90 
6.40 1.69 
6.33 1. 75 
We know how our customer satisfaction 
compares with others schools. 
products and services. 
I have adequate authority to bend 
rules to satisfy my customers. 
We compare our quality trends with 
leading institutions. 
We compare our quality service with 
local competitors. 
There is a measured relationship 
between customer satisfaction and 
profit. 
Quality assessment findings are used 
to improve our daily performance. 
We use hard numbers to measure 
quality service. 
We check our quality results through 
independent surveys. 
I am encouraged to participate in 
community activities. 
58 6.17 
20 6.11 
6 6.06 
35 6.03 
22 5.99 
29 5.91 
37 5.41 
38 5.29 
28 5.24 
Note. Likert-type scale used with 1 (Not Very) to 9 
(Highly) • 
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2.05 
1.92 
1.85 
1.94 
2.17 
1. 79 
2.06 
2.02 
2.02 
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Table 22 
Difference Means and standard Deviations of Items 
Item 
Salary increases are related to my 
performance. 
My boss keeps me informed. 
The University cares about employees. 
Considerations for promotion are tied 
to my performance. 
All members of my department are 
actively engaged in joint problem 
solving. 
I have a good work environment. 
Managers notice when we meet our 
quality goals. 
I am treated by my manager with 
dignity and respect. 
Top administration is committed to 
quality service and products. 
All members of my department 
participate in planning for quality. 
I have been trained to respond to my 
customer's problems. 
We review our quality measurements 
frequently. 
Our systems and processes are being 
constantly improved. 
I am treated by my co-workers with 
dignity and respect. 
I know that I am valuable to the 
University. 
Item 
No. Mean SD 
16 9.01 2.68 
12 8.66 2.42 
56 8.59 2.24 
25 8.39 2.90 
13 8.32 2.50 
26 8.26 2.26 
49 8.20 2.41 
55 8.19 2.22 
2 8.00 2.34 
44 7.90 2.48 
1 7.74 2.39 
10 7.63 2.25 
14 7.58 2.39 
45 7.55 2.22 
15 7.50 2.28 
1 
Systems for measuring quality service 
are constantly reviewed and improved. 
I find members of other departments 
cooperate willingly. 
It is easy for my customers to get 
questions answered. 
I know what our service standards 
are. 
We analyze data to improve quality of 
service. 
Quality audits or reviews are held 
regularly. 
Our training to improve quality is 
being improved. 
My department has long range (2+ 
years goals to improve customer 
service. 
I know the University's quality 
goals. 
There is written documentation of 
customers' wants and needs. 
We plan for quality improvement. 
Our customer satisfaction has 
improved measurably over the past 
three years. 
The quality of our in-house support 
services is constantly measured. 
We know how our customer satisfaction 
compares with others schools. 
customers' complaints result in 
improved processes. 
I know the key indicators of my job 
performance. 
We constantly seek to improve our 
quality service. 
19 
33 
51 
5 
3 
27 
48 
7 
41 
50 
54 
17 
23 
58 
4 
57 
32 
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7.50 2.27 
7.45 2.10 
7.41 1.89 
7.39 2.03 
7.39 2.66 
7.39 2.41 
7.39 2.19 
7.38 2.24 
7.38 2.16 
7.37 2.26 
7.32 2.16 
7.31 2.27 
7.30 2.40 
7.30 2.47 
7.29 2.35 
7.28 1.98 
7.25 2.19 
J 
I am expected to continually learn 
and improve. 
service standards for my department 
are regularly reviewed. 
I know what my customers want. 
Information documents and manuals are 
readily available for reference. 
I am actively engaged with co-workers 
to improve overall customer 
satisfaction. 
I find satisfaction in performing my 
job well. 
"Quality service" is part of my 
performance evaluation. 
We know quality trends for all our 
products and services. 
My department can show its 
contribution to the University's 
success. 
Quality assessment findings are used 
to improve our daily performance. 
I make and implement quality 
improvement suggestions. 
I have adequate authority to bend 
rules to satisfy my customers. 
We see trends in customer 
satisfaction. 
After successfully completing a 
challenging task, I feel a sense of 
satisfaction. 
I know what the quality trends are in 
my department. 
I cooperate with other departments to 
meet quality service goals. 
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43 7.21 1.92 
52 7.18 2.32 
53 7.12 1.90 
31 7.10 2.14 
9 7.09 1.91 
24 7.07 1.80 
21 7.05 2.14 
11 6.93 2.24 
46 6.89 1.72 
29 6.87 2.16 
8 6.86 1.93 
20 6.70 2.23 
47 6.68 2.06 
30 6.66 1.71 
36 6.66 2.08 
18 6.63 1.77 
We respond as well to our internal 
customers as to our external 
customers. 
We compare our quality trends with 
leading institutions. 
We check our quality results through 
independent surveys. 
I am held accountable for my quality 
and service goals. 
I am encouraged to participate in 
community activities. 
Concerns for quality of service 
affect my daily work activities. 
We compare our quality service with 
local competitors. 
There is a measured relationship 
between customer satisfaction and 
profit. 
We use hard numbers to measure 
quality service. 
I need more training. 
42 6.62 
6 6.50 
38 6.49 
39 6.45 
28 6.42 
40 6.39 
35 6.37 
22 6.27 
37 6.16 
34 5.93 
Note. Likert-type scale used with 13 being the maximum 
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1.91 
2.66 
2.46 
1.88 
2.38 
1.86 
2.52 
2.33 
2.32 
2.52 
difference score and -3 being the minimum difference score. 
Appendix K 
Baldrige Criteria Indices 
and Reward Index Subscale Items 
Table 23 
Leadership Baldrige criteria Subscale Items 
Item 
Leadership Subsca1e 
Top administration is committed to 
quality service and products. 
I know the University's quality goals. 
I cooperate with other departments 
to meet quality service goals. 
I am held accountable for my quality 
and service goals. 
Concerns for quality of service affect 
my daily work activities. 
Mean 
6.99 
8.00 
7.38 
6.63 
6.45 
6.39 
Note. Likert-type scale used with 13 being the maximum 
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SO 
1.44 
2.34 
2.16 
1. 77 
1.88 
1.86 
difference score and -3 being the minimum difference score. 
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Table 24 
Information and Analysis Baldrige criteria Subscale Items 
Item 
Information and Analysis Subseale 
Systems for measuring quality service 
are constantly reviewed and improved. 
We analyze data to improve quality 
of service. 
Mean 
7.43 
7.50 
7.39 
Note. Likert-type scale used with 13 being the maximum 
so 
2.18 
2.27 
2.66 
difference score and -3 being the minimum difference score. 
Table 25 
strategic Quality Planning Baldrige criteria SUbscale Items 
Item Mean SO 
strategic Quality Planning Subseale 7.55 1.92 
My department has long range (2+ 7.38 2.24 
years) goals to improve customer 
service. 
All members of my department 7.90 2.47 
participate in planning for quality. 
We plan for quality improvement. 7.32 2.16 
Note. Likert-type scale used with 13 being the maximum 
difference score and -3 being the minimum difference score. 
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Table 26 
Human Resource utilization Baldrige Criteria Subscale Items 
Item 
Human Resource utilization Subscale 
The university cares about employees. 
I have a goop work environment. 
Managers notice when we meet our 
quality goals. 
Our training to improve quality 
is being improved. 
I am expected to continually 
learn and improve. 
"Quality service" is part of my 
performance evaluation. 
I make and implement quality 
improvement suggestions. 
Mean 
7.63 
8.59 
8.26 
8.20 
7.40 
7.21 
7.05 
6.86 
so 
1.52 
2.24 
2.26 
2.41 
2.19 
1.92 
2.14 
1.93 
Note. Likert-type scale used with 13 being the maximum 
difference score and -3 being the minimum difference score. 
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Table 27 
Quality Assurance of Products and services Baldrige criteria 
Subscale Items 
Item 
Quality Assurance of Products and 
services Subscale 
We review our quality measurements 
frequently. 
Qur systems and processes are being 
constantly improved. 
Quality audits or reviews are held 
regularly. 
The quality of our in-house support 
services is constantly measured. 
We constantly seek to improve our 
quality service. 
Information documents and manuals 
are readily available for reference. 
Quality assessment findings are used 
to improve our daily performance. 
Mean 
7.35 
7.63 
7.58 
7.39 
7.30 
7.25 
7.10 
6.87 
Note. Likert-type scale used with 13 being the maximum 
so 
1.66 
2.25 
2.39 
2.41 
2.40 
2.19 
2.14 
2.16 
difference score and -3 being the minimum difference score. 
Table 28 
Quality Results Baldrige criteria Subscale Items 
Item 
Quality Results Subscale 
I know the key indicators of my job 
performance. 
We know quality trends for all our 
products and services. 
I know what the quality trends are 
in my department. 
We compare our quality trends with 
leading institutions. 
We check our quality results through 
independent surveys. 
We compare our quality service with 
local competitors. 
We use hard numbers to measure 
quality service. 
Mean 
6.66 
7.28 
6.93 
6.66 
6.50 
6.49 
6.37 
6.16 
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so 
1.70 
1.98 
2.24 
2.08 
2.66 
2.46 
2.52 
2.32 
Note. Likert-type scale used with 13 being the maximum 
difference score and -3 being the minimum difference score. 
1 
" I 
I 
I 
i 1 
Table 29 
Customer satisfaction Baldrige criteria Subscale Items 
Item 
customer satisfaction Subsca1e 
I have been trained to respond 
to my customers' problems. 
It is easy for my customers 
to get questions answered. 
I know what our service standards 
are. 
There is written documentation 
of customers' wants and needs. 
Our customer satisfaction has 
improved measurably over the past 
three years. 
We know how our customer 
satisfaction compares with 
other schools. 
Customers' complaints result 
in improved processes. 
Service standards for my 
department are regularly reviewed. 
I know what my customers want. 
We see trends in customer 
satisfaction. 
We respond as well to our internal 
customers as to our external 
customers. 
Mean 
7.27 
7.74 
7.41 
7.39 
7.37 
7.31 
7.30 
7.29 
7.18 
7.12 
6.68 
6.62 
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SD 
1.43 
2.84 
1.89 
2.03 
2.26 
2.27 
2.47 
2.35 
2.32 
1.90 
2.06 
1.91 
Note. Likert-type scale used with 13 being the maximum 
difference score and -3 being the minimum difference score. 
Table 30 
Reward Subscale Items 
Item 
Reward Subscale 
Salary increases are related 
to my performance. 
Considerations for promotion are 
tied to my performance. 
I find satisfaction in performing 
my job well. 
After successfully completing a 
challenging task, I feel a sense 
of satisfaction. 
Mean 
7.80 
9.01 
8.39 
7.07 
6.66 
Note. Likert-type scale used with 13 being the maximum 
148 
SD 
1.64 
2.68 
2.90 
1.80 
1.71 
difference score and -3 being the minimum difference score. 
